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SUMMARY 
This bulletin reports the findings from a study of 
occupational adjustment by Iowa farm operators. 
Data for the study were obtained by personal in-
terview from a statewide sample of farmers who quit 
farming and took nonfarm jobs during 1958-61. An 
initial survey, covering nearly 7,000 operators, was 
conducted in 1962 to identify and estimate the com-
ponents of ch.ange in the number of Iowa farmers. 
Operators who had quit farming and who were 
working at nonfarm jobs in Iowa were surveyed in 
1963 and again in 1970. These surveys provided 
most of the information for the study of occupational 
transfer. 
The initial 1962 survey generated data for 
estimating the size of the occupational transfer com-
ponent and the disposition of land released by ex-
farmers. During 1959-61, the average annual 
number of Iowa operators transfering to nonfarm 
employment was estimated to be 2,458 ( ± 304 at 
0.95). Transferees released an average of 535,000 
acres per year. About 52 percent of this land was 
farmed as a unit by another operator, 41 percent was 
consolidated with an existing unit, 5 percent went 
into the land-retirement program or nonfarm uses, 
and about 2 percent was used to form new 
farmsteads. 
As of 1963, most (71 percent) of the transferees 
· held nonfarm jobs in Iowa. About 17 percent had 
moved out of the state, 9 percent had returned to 
farming, and 3 percent had died. By 1969, 18 percent 
had migrated from Iowa, 10 percent had returned to 
farming, 8 percent had died, and 6 percent had re-
tired. The residual 58 percent continued to hold non-
farmjobs in the state. 
Most of the transferees working at nonfarm jobs 
in Iowa in 1963 were born and raised on a farm. 
About half of this group, however, had held a non-
farm job before entering farming. Nearly three-
fifths of the group started farming after World War 
II. Based on their own estimates of net worth at the 
time of entry, about half began farming with 
liabilities in excess of assets. Many of the 
transferees were heavily committed to nonfarm 
employment by the end of their farming careers. 
The mean age of this transfer group during the 
last year of farming (viz., 1958, 1959, or 1960) was 
43.2 years, significantly lower than the mean age 
(47.7 years) of the population of Iowa farmers in 
1959. Ex-farmers differed from the population of 
operators in other respects also. The transferees had 
significantly more formal schooling. They were 
more frequently tenants and less frequently owners 
or part-owners. They sold a significantly lower gross 
value of farm products and had a significantly 
smaller net cash farm income. However, they 
operated about the same acreage, and the quality of 
land farmed was not significantly different from 
that of the population of Iowa farmers. But farmers 
~ho shifted occui:iations were more frequently part-
time operators with heavier nonfarm work commit-
ments. 
. The decisio~ to change occupations was strongly 
mfluenced by mcome-related considerations. About 
half the respondents in the 1963 survey mentioned 
low and unstable income and insufficient land as the 
most important factors in their decision to quit 
farming. Nearly 13 percent reported health or age as 
the most important factor. Other considerations 
mentioned as most important in order of frequency 
included "other job," "type of work," "living condi-
tions and working conditions." 
Evidently few ex-farmers were "forced" out of 
agriculture because the land they had been farming 
was sold or leased to other people or corporations. 
When asked if they could have continued to farm the 
same land, 89 percent answered yes. Of the 11 per-
cent who said no, more than half indicated that they 
could have found other land to operate. Only 4 per-
cent of all respondents reported that they could not 
have found other land. 
Once a firm decision was made to change occupa-
tions, respondents did not leave farming im-
mediately. An average of 5.3 months elapsed 
between the date of a firm decision to leave and the 
date of actual withdrawal. Public sale was the most 
frequently used method of disposing of farm-
operating assets. The equity value of farm-operating 
assets averaged about $4,950, although there was 
much variation among individual respondents. 
Only 36 percent of the group reported that they 
investigated nonfarm job possibilities before decid-
ing to leave farming. There were two principal re-
asons that the proportion was not larger: (1) Many 
held nonfarmjobs at the time the decision to shift oc-
cupations was made, and (2) many indicated that 
they expected no difficulty in finding suitable non-
farm employment. Respondents who did not hold 
nonfarm jobs the last year of farming made a non-
farm job search more frequently than those that did. 
Most (56 percent) of the respondents made the 
transition from farming to a nonfarm job without 
appreciable stoppage of income flow. Only about 3 
percent experienced as much as 6 months of transi-
tional unemployment. Relatively few (14 percent) 
reported taking any formal training for nonfarm 
employment between the time they left farming and 
1963. 
Operators who left farming found employment in 
a variety of nonfarm occupations, although more 
than three-fifths of the jobs held the first year after 
transfer were in three occupational classes-
craftsmen and foremen (25 percent); managers, of-
ficials, and proprietors (20 percent); and operatives 
(19 percent). The occupational distribution of ex-
farmers differed significantly from that of the 
population of Iowa males in the employed nonfarm 
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labor force. Transferees were employed less fre-
quently in professional and technical occupations 
and more frequently as managers, officials, and pro-
prietors. 
The widespread belief that most farm migrants 
find employment in the larger cities and 
metropolitan areas did not apply to ex-farmers re-
siding in Iowa. Most of the transferees who were still 
in nonfarm employment at the time of the 1970 sur-
vey held jobs in Iowa's smaller towns and cities. The 
employment location, as well as the residence loca-
tion, of ex-farmers differed significantly from that of 
the male employed nonfarm labor force in Iowa, be-
ing more heavily oriented to the smaller urban 
places. 
Only a quarter of the transferees who held non-
farm jobs in the state in 1969 were working at the 
same job they held the first year after transfer. The 
rate of job mobility, however, seems to have been 
higher in the early post-transfer years than later. 
Job mobility of ex-farmers was inversely related to 
age and nonfarm work experience before leaving 
farming. Few used the more formal sources (e.g., 
employment agencies and newspaper, TV, and radio 
advertising) of job market information in obtaining 
nonfarm work. Most depended on information pro-
vided by friends, relatives, and acquaintances. 
The transfer of farm operators to nonfarm 
employment was accompanied by a large increase in 
gainful employment of wives. About 23 percent of 
the wives held nonfarm jobs during the last year of 
farming. By 1963, the proportion had increased to 43 
percent. It stood at 60 percent in 1969. Although this 
was a period of generally rising female participation 
in the Iowa nonfarm labor force, the increase for ex-
farmers wives was much more rapid than that for 
women generally. 
During the 8 to 10 years after transfer, ex-
farmers experienced as low as or a lower rate of un-
employment than the total Iowa male nonfarm labor 
force. In 1969, unemployment among gainfully 
employed wives of transferees was quite high. Much 
of it, however, was voluntary unemployment. 
Residential mobility of ex-farmers was closely 
associated with job mobility. For those who re-
mained in Iowa, the median distance of the first re-
sidential move was only 15 miles. The residential 
distribution of transferees was significantly dif-
ferent from that of Iowa's total nonfarm population. 
Ex-farmers resided in smaller towns and cities more 
frequently and in larger cities and metropolitan 
areas less frequently than the nonfarm population 
as a whole. 
It seems that the median nonfarm earnings of ex-
farmers immediately after transfer was lower than 
that of Iowa's male nonfarm labor force. The annual 
rate of increase in earnings during the study period, 
however, evidently was higher for ex-farmers than 
for the total male nonfarm labor force. 
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Most respondents believed that their family in- ( 
come, level of living, and net worth were increased 
as a result of occupational adjustment. For example, 
nearly two-thirds of the respondents in the 1970 sur-
vey indicated that family income if still farming in 
1969 would have been lower than in nonfarm 
employment. However, the amount of family income 
increase attributed to occupational adjustment by 
individual respondents exhibited much variation. 
This variation seems to have been associated with 
age and years of schooling. 
Occupational adjustment seems to have had 
relatively little impact on social, organizational, and 
political participation by ex-farmers and their 
wives. It seems to have had a somewhat bigger im-
pact on availability of leisure time. In the 1963 sur-
vey, 57 percent of the transferees reported they had 
more time for recreation and relaxation in nonfarm 
employment than they had in farming. In the 1970 
survey, 46 percent indicated that they thought they iron 
had more leisure time in nonfarm employment than J,l 
they would have had if still farming. About a third 
reported less leisure time in nonfarm employment. )m 
When asked to evaluate the changes attributed IL( 
to occupational adjustment, only a small minority of ~n 
respondents and their wives reported being less · 
satisfied with their nonfarm situations than with ll'Il 
their pretransfer farming situations or with the 
situations they would have been in if still farming. ti 
The proportion of wives reporting less satisfaction ut 
with the nonfarm situation was significantly 1 
smaller than that of ex-farmers. Among respondents larr 
who expressed more satisfaction with their nonfarm ~e 
situation, income-related reasons were mentioned mf; 
most frequently. Wives reported better living condi- Inv 
tions more frequently and higher incomes lesbs ~re- .l). 
quently than did husbands as reasons for emg 
more satisfied with the nonfarm situation. 
In comparing their 1969 town of residence and 
the town nearest their residence when farming as it 
existed in 1969 on 14 specified attributes, 40 to 70 last 
percent of the ex-farmers rated their 1969 town of ~a 
residence as better, from 30 to 60 percent rated it un 
equal, and only 5 to 15 percent rated it poorer. The 'ltai 
only attribute deviating from the general pattern Wti 
was "friendliness of residents." <?nly 13 pe~ce~t 1 
rated their 1969 town better on this characteristic, 1 
whereas 23 percent rated it poorer. During the liJn, 
period of the study, about 10 percent of the initial ,,, t<~ 
survey sample of transferees re-entered farming. ) 
Nearly 15 percent of the respondents in the 1970 iiat 
survey indicated that they were less satisfied with 
their nonfarm situations than with their projected 
situations if still farming. Nearly the same propor- Ito 
tion, made up almost exclusively of those who were ~ 
less satisfied, reported that they had given serious i:lit 
thought to re-entering farming. However, only 14 ~.r 
·t Pni percent of those who had seriously thought about 1 :til 
indicated that they had definite plans to re-enter. ~l 
Occupational Adjustment of Iowa Farm Operators Who 
Quit Farming in 1959-19611 
Donald R. Kaldor and William M. Edwards2 
e . 
y Technological and market developments, largely 
1 associated with economic growth, have been reduc-
b ing the d~mand for human resourc~s in farming. 
The farm mdustry has been respondmg by cutting 
d back on the use of operator, unpaid family, and hired 
1d labor. The large and persistent decline in the input 
1 of human effort in farm production over the past 
11 three decades has been one of the most dramatic and 
n· socially significant trends in rural America. One of 
~~ the main reasons is that it has been accompanied by 
l~ heavy out-migration and a sharp drop in farm 
m population. This, in turn, has created serious adjust-
70 ment problems for many rural communities and 
ey contributed to the congestion in metropolitan areas 
an (1, 14, 16). 
1d During the 30-year period ending in 1969, total 
farm employment in the United States dropped from 
edl lLO million to 4.6 million workers, a decline of 58 
0 • percent. The number of farm operators counted by 
~ss the U.S. Bureau of the Census declined about 53 per-
i~h cent. In addition, there was a substantial increase in 
' e part-time farming as a growing number of farmers 
ng · took nonfarm jobs and continued to farm. The 
ion number of people living on farms fell 66 percent (23). 
tly Generally similar changes occurred in Iowa 
nts farming over the same period. Farm employment in 
rm the state dropped by about 56 percent. The number 
ied of farm operators declined by about 49 percent, and 
idi· Iowa's farm population fell by about 42 percent (19, 
rre· 20). 
ing During the second half of the 19th century, there 
was a rapid increase in the number of farm 
and operators in Iowa. This was the main period of land 
1sit settlement when new farms were being created at a 
> 70 fast pace. Iowa's farm-operator population reached a 
n of peak about 1900. Between 1900 and 1920, the 
·di number of farmers declined slowly and then re-
Th~ mained quite stable during the 1920's and 1930's. 
tern Since about 1940, however, there has been a rapid 
cent decline in Iowa's farm-operator population. 
stic, Changes in the number of farm operators over 
the time depend on what happens to (a) the number of 
itial persons who withdraw from operatorship status and 
iin~: (b) the number of persons who enter operatorship 
1970 status. Operator withdrawal subtracts from the 
with 
~cted 
opar• 'Project 1834 of the Iowa Agricul t ure and Home Economics Ex-
periment Station . were 
rioU 
ly 1. 
outt 
?r· 
2 Donald R Kaldor is professor of economics, Iowa State Universi-
ty, and Wi ll iam M. Edwards is extension economist. Iowa State 
Universitv. The authors wish to acknowledge the helpful con -
tribution~ of the personnel in the Survey Unit. Statistical 
Laboratory, Iowa State University. 
number of farmers , and operator entry adds to the 
number of farmers. Depending on whether operator 
withdrawal is smaller or greater than operator en-
try, the number of farmers will increase or decrease. 
The principal withdrawal components are 
operator deaths, operator retirements, and operator 
occupational transfers. The last group consists of 
farmers who shift completely from farming to other 
lines of work. This bulletin reports the findings from 
a study of occupational transfer by a sample of Iowa 
farmers. 
In arriving at a decision to quit farming and take 
a nonfarm job, the farm operator presumably com-
pares what he and his family expect to have in the 
nonfarm employment situation with what they ex-
pect to have if he remains a farm operator. Things 
wanted may be viewed as benefits. Things not 
wanted or things wanted but given up may be 
viewed as costs. The individual decision-maker tries 
to strike a balance between expected benefits and 
costs and then selects the alternative offering the 
largest expected net benefit. 
In this framework, the decision to transfer would 
imply that the operator expected to be better off in 
his nonfarm situation than in his farming situation. 
Because the transfer process itself usually entails 
some costs (e.g., transportation for family and 
household goods ), the decision also would imply that 
what he expected to gain from the transfer was suffi-
cient to cover these transfer costs. Of course, his ex-
pectations may not be realized, and he may find 
himself worse off or even better off than he an-
ticipated. 
Occupational transfer can generate benefits and 
costs, not only for the farm families involved, but 
also for other people, both in the "sending" com-
munities and in the "receiving" communities (15). 
For example, if an operator who transfe rs has been 
farming rented land, a neighbor may be able to lease 
the land, expand the size of his farming unit, and 
thereby increase his income, reaping a benefit from 
the transfer. On the other hand, a grocery store 
owner in the sending community may experience a 
decline in his sales and income, whereas one in the 
receiving community may have an increase in sales 
and income. 
Alt hough these external benefits and costs (i.e., 
external to the farm fami ly making the transfer) 
tend to be small and of little social significance when 
an indi vidual operator decides to take a nonfarmjob, 
they tend to be large and of much social significance 
when many farmers make the same decision, 
particularly in the "sending" communities (13). This 
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is especially true when occupational transfer by 
farm operators is accompanied by residential migra-
tion because of a lack of local nonfarm employment 
opportunities. 
A complete investigation of the impact of occupa-
tional transfer by Iowa farm operators would need to 
consider both the effects on the farm families in-
volved and the effects on other people in the "send-
ing" and "receiving" communities. In the study re-
ported here, the impact analysis was limited to ef-
fects on the farm families making the transfer. 
The study was part of a larger investigation of 
the components of change in the number of farm 
operators.3 The specific objectives were (a) to 
estimate the size of the occupational transfer compo-
nent in Iowa farming, (b) to determine the nature of 
the selectivity, if any, associated with the occupa-
tional adjustment process (i.e., what characteristics 
differentiated the transfer group from the popula-
tion of farm operators), (c) to identify the factors 
motivating the decision to take nonfarm employ-
ment, and (d) to analyze the effects of occupational 
transfer on the farm families involved. 
THE DATA 
Information for the study was obtained by 
personal interview from a sample of operators who 
quit farming and took nonfarmjobs during 1959-61. 
The sample of operator transferees was obtained 
initially by a statewide sample survey involving 
nearly 7,000 farm operators. It was based on a self-
weighting, single-stage sample of area segments 
drawn at random from a universe defined as the 
open-country zone of Iowa by the current Master 
Sample materials.4 
Using a common set of identification criteria and 
information furnished by persons living in the sam-
ple segments in the summer of 1961, interviewers 
identified all persons defined as having been farm 
operators during 1958-60 but who had quit farming 
to take nonfarm jobs. To classify as a farm operator, 
a person had to be operating a place satisfying the 
Census of Agriculture's definition of a farm and had 
to be making management decisions and be paid in 
gross profit (i.e., receipts less production expenses). 
The identification of operator transferees was made 
in conjunction with the identification of other com-
ponents of change in the number of farm operators. 
A total of 304 persons was identified as having 
operated farms in the sample segments in 1958-60 
and transferred to nonfarm jobs in 1959-61. This 
sample provided the basis for estimating the size of 
the occupational transfer component of operator 
withdrawal. 
To accomplish the other objectives of the study, 
3 Studies a lso were made of the ret irement a nd entry components. 
Findings from t hese studies were reported in (4) a nd (1 1 ). 
4 Survey Uni t, Stat istical Laboratory. Iowa State University. 
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transferees were surveyed at two different times-
one approximately 2-4 years after withdrawal and, 
the other, approximately 9-11 years after 
withdrawal. The 2-4 year period after withdrawal 
was thought to be short enough to prevent undue 
memory bias in obtaining information about the last ik 
year's farming operation and the decision to quit il 
farming, yet long enough to provide information ii 
about the transition to nonfarm employment and ti 
short-run transfer effects. The 9-11 year period was b( 
thought to be long enough to provide information on rn 
the longer-run transfer effects and on occupational 1-0 
and residential adjustments after the transition to 
nonfarm employment. The first survey was made in fu 
1963, and the second survey was made in 1970. ih 
In preparing for the 1963 survey, an attempt was ~ 
made to locate all persons in the initial sample of oc- ih 
cupational transferees. Residence data from the in-. 
itial survey, information from county extension 
directors, and interviewer search in the field were 
used. Most of the transferees continued to reside in 
Iowa, although an appreciable number had left the 
state (table 1 ). Of those residing in Iowa, most were 
still employed at nonfarm jobs, but some had re-
turned to farming, and a few had died. :i 
Because it was not feasible to collect all the de- - ;f 
sired information by mail questionnaire, it was de-
cided to redefine the population of transferees to ex-
clude those who had left the state. In addition, the 
1963 survey excluded those who had returned to 
farming and those who had died. Thus, the residual 
group was a representation of the population of farm 
iS operators who quit farming in 1958-60 to take non-
farm jobs and who were residing and holding non- Ii 
f iS arm jobs in Iowa in 1963. This group consisted of 
217 of the 304 persons in the initial sample of t1 
transferees. Of the residual group, 183 persons pro- re 
vided usable questionnaires in the 1963 survey (ta- 01 
ble 1). to 
Table l. Reconcili.ation of 1963 and 1970 survey samples 
with initial (1959-1961) s urvey samp l e 
Survey 
1963 s urvey 
Re s iding ln l o\.la in 1963 ----------------------------
ln nonfarm employment --- - -- ----- -----------------
Providing usab l e sch edules - --- ---- - ------------ 183 
Re fu sa l s and (or) inc omp lete schedules --------- 6 
lntervlew could not be arranged --- ---- ------- - - 28 
Returned to farming - -------------- --------- -- ----
Deceased - -- - -- - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - -- - - - -- - - -- - -- -- - -- -
Residing e l sewhere in 1963 ---------- ---- - -- --------
Total operato r transfers, 1959-1961 (initial 
survey s amp l e) - -- - - - - -- -- - -- --- - - - - - - - -- ------ - - - --
1970 survey 
Residing in Iowa in 1970 --------- - ---------- - - -- ---
In nonfann emp l oymen t --- -------- ------- ----------
Prov i ding usable s c hedu l es --------------------- 143 
Refu sals and (or) i ncomp le t e schedules --------- l 
Returned t o farming ------------------------------
Deceas ed - --- - - - - -- - - - -- - - -- - - - - -- - - - --- --- - - -- - - -
Re.t ired ---- - ------ -- --------- ---- - ---- -----------
Resid i ng elsewhere in 1970 --------- --- - --- - --- --- --
Tota l ope rator transfers providing usab l e 
questionnaires in 1963 -- -- ---- - ---------------- ----
~l 
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The 1970 survey was based on the 1963 sample of 
respondents providing usable questionnaires (5). In 
the process of locating these people in 1970, it was 
found that two had left the state, 19 had retired, 16 
had died, and two had returned to farming. The re-
sidual group consisted of 144 persons still residing 
in Iowa and continuing to hold nonfarm jobs; 143 
provided usable questionnaires in the 1970 survey 
(table 1). Thus, the 1970 sample was a representa-
tion of farm · operators who quit farming in the 
1959-60 period and who were residing and holding 
nonfarmjobs in Iowa in both 1963 and 1970. 
Data collected in the initial survey identifying 
the occupational transfer group suggested that 
those who migrated from the state, died, or returned 
to farming by 1963 operated smaller farms during 
their last year of farming than those included in the 
1 1963 and 1970 samples. There may have been other 
differences also. Consequently, the findings that ap-
1·~ ply to the group that quit farming in the 1959-60 . period and continued to reside and hold nonfarm 
jobs in the state in 1963 and 1970 may not apply to 
re the group that left the state, died, or returned to 
farming. Thus caution needs to be exercised m 
generalizing the results to the population of 
e • operator transfers· in the 1959-61 period. 
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SIZE OF OCCUPATIONAL 
TRANSFER COMPONENT 
One of the objectives of the initial survey was to 
estimate the components of change in the number of 
farm operators in Iowa during 1958-60. The 
estimate of the occupational transfer component 
presented here is based on the statewide sample sur-
vey of area segments drawn at random from a 
universe defined as the open-country (unin-
corporated) zone of Iowa. By multiplying the sample 
number of operator transferees identified in the in-
itial survey by the reciprocal of the sampling rate, 
an unbiased estimate of the total number of 
transferees in the state can be generated. This 
estimate may omit a few transferees coming from 
farms located within incorporated areas. Because 
the estimate is based on a sample, it is subject to 
sampling error. The estimate and 95-percent con-
fidence limits are presented in table 2, along with 
comparable estimates for other components of 
change in the number of Iowa farm operators. 
During 1959-61, the average annual number of 
occupational transfers in Iowa farming was 
estimated at 2,458. The probability that the actual 
number was less than 2,146 or greater than 2,762 
was 0.05. About 25 percent of the transferees left 
farming in 1959, 43 percent left in 1960, and 32 per-
cent left in 1961. The percentage ratio of the number 
of occupational transfers to the number of farm 
operators at the beginning of the year may be de-
fined as the rate of operator occupational transfer. 
For 1959-61, this rate was estimated at 1.4 percent 
per year. 
During the same period, the average annual rate 
of total operator withdrawal (deaths, retirements, 
occupational transfers, etc.) was estimated at 3.2 
percent. The occupational transfer component (i.e., 
those quitting to take nonfarm jobs) comprised 
about 45 percent of total operator withdrawal, mak-
ing it the largest single component. The average an-
nual rate of operator entry was estimated at 1.6 per-
cent, giving an estimated average annual rate of re-
duction in the number of Iowa farm operators of 1.6 
percent (3.2 percent minus 1.6 percent). 
Of farm operators who left farming to take non-
farm jobs in 1959-61, about 17 percent had migrated 
from the state by 1963. Approximately 9 percent had 
re-entered farming, and about 3 percent had died. 
The remaining 71 percent held nonfarmjobs in Iowa 
(table 1 ). 
SELECTED BACKGROUND 
CHARACTERISTICS OF 
TRANSFEREES 
Most of the farm operators who shifted to non-
farm jobs during 1959-61 and who were working at 
nonfarm jobs in Iowa in 1963 were born and raised 
on a farm. These respondents had lived on a farm an 
average of 15.5 years before reaching the age of 18. 
About half of the transferees, however, had held a 
nonfarm job before entering farming. Those with 
nonfarm work experience had spent an average of 
8.4 years in nonfarm employment before starting to 
farm. Nearly a third had been employed as 
craftsmen and foremen. About a quarter had worked 
as operatives, 15 percent as nonfarm laborers, and 
13 percent had been managers, officials, and pro-
prietors. Less than a fifth of the group had taken 
vocational agriculture training in high school. A 
slightly higher proportion had had some non-
agricultural vocational training. 
Most (60 percent) of the transferees had entered 
farming after World War II. Nearly 90 percent of the 
group started their farming careers as single pro-
prietors. Those entering as single proprietors 
operated units during the initial year of farming 
with a mean land base of 165 acres. The 10 percent 
entering under partnership arrangements were as-
sociated with units averaging 273 acres. Only about 
15 percent of the transferees owned any of the land 
they operated during the first year of farming. 
Another 27 percent rented land from relatives. 
Many of the respondents started farming with 
very limited financial resources. Based on their own 
estimates of net worth at the time of entry, nearly 
half the group began farming with liabilities in ex-
cess of assets (i.e., negative net worth). Another 38 
percent had a positive net worth of less than $2,000. 
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Table 2. Components of change in the number of Iowa farm operators, 1958-1959 to 1960-1961 
ii 
Component 
1958-1959 to 1960-1961 
average annual number 
95% confidence 
interval 
Annual per-
centage rate8 Ell 
b 
Entry 
Beginning entr~nts ----------------
Other entrants -------------------
Total entrants ----------------------
Withdrawal 
Transfer tg nonfarm employment 
Retirement -----------------------
Death -----------------------------
Othere ----------------------------
Total withdrawal --------------------
Average annual reduction in number 
of operators ----------------------
2,522 
315 
2,837 
2,458 
1,560 
1,157 
332 
5,507 
2,670 
2,156-2,888 1.47 
158-472 0.18 
2,435-3,241 1. 65 
2,146-2,762 1.44 
1,168-1,952 0.91 
f 0.68 
f 0.19 
f 3.22 
f 1. 56 
aRatio of average number in component to average number at the beginning of the year x 100. 
bEstimate s from (7). 
clncludes persons who had farmed during an earlier period (2 or more years preceding year of 
entry), but had temporarily withdrawn from farming (retained their farming assets ) with intent 
to return. 
dEstirnates from (2). 
elncludes persons withdrawing because of illness, returning to school, and entry into military 
service. 
fNot estimated. 
Only about 5 percent had a net worth in excess of 
$6,000. 
Most of the transferees had increased the 
amount of land operated during the period of farm-
ing. The mean increase was 24 acres, although there 
was much variability. About four-fifths of the group 
had increased their acreage an average of 54 acres, 
whereas about a fifth had decreased their acreage 
an average of 103 acres. There also was much year-
to-year variability in the acreage operated by in-
dividual respondents. The largest place farmed by 
transferees during their farming careers averaged 
258 acres, while the smallest place averaged 146 
acres. This compares with a mean beginning 
acreage of 165 and a mean ending acreage of 199. 
The adjustment period in going from the smallest 
acreage to the largest acreage averaged 3.9 years, 
and the adjustment period in going from the largest 
acreage to the smallest acreage averaged 7.4 years. 
Although only 15 percent of the group owned any 
of the land operated the first year of farming, this 
8 
figure had increased to 39 percent by the last year of 
farming. Nevertheless, nearly 70 percent of the land 
farmed the last year was rented. About half the 
respondents who entered farming under a 
partnership arrangement became single proprietors 
before terminating their farming careers. These 
were mostly family arrangements in which the 
respondent took over upon the death or retirement 
of the father. 
Many of the transferees were heavily committed 
to nonfarm employment by the ends of their farming 
careers. About 48 percent held a nonfarm job the 
last year of farming. These farmers spent an 
average of 165 days at nonfarm employment and 
earned a mean take-home pay of over $2,000. On the 
average, they traveled about 24 miles per day to and 
from their nonfarm jobs. But nearly 15 percent 
traveled 60 miles or more per day. Most of the 
operators who held nonfarm jobs were employed in 
two occupational categories-craftsmen and 
foremen, and operatives and kindred workers. About 
1ro 
an 
th 
12 percent were working as nonfarm managers, of-
ficials, or proprietors. 
Only about half as many wives as husbands were 
employed at nonfarm work the last year of farming. 
The nonfarm jobs held by wives fell into three main 
occupational categories-service, including private 
household, and clerical and sales. Working wives, 
however, spent more time at nonfarm employment 
the last year farming than did husbands. But 
because of lower wage levels, the average amount of 
take-home pay of working wives was only slightly 
more than half that of husbands employed at non-
farm jobs. There was little difference in commuting 
distance for working wives and husbands with non-
farm employment. 
Most respondents had been longtime residents of 
the communities in which they ended their farming 
careers. The mean number of years lived in the com-
munity of the last year of farming was over 19. Only 
about 18 percent had been in the last community 
less than 6 years, whereas 37 percent had been there 
21 years or more. 
OPERATOR SELECTIVITY IN THE 
TRANSFER PROCESS 
Were the farm operators who quit farming in 
1959-61 and who continued to hold nonfarm jobs in 
Iowa during 1963 a random sample of the state's 
population of farm operators? Or were there signifi-
cant differences between those who changed occupa-
tions and those who did not? To determine whether 
there was selectivity associated with the transfer 
process, the sample of transferees and the popula-
tion of Iowa farm operators were compared on a 
number of characteristics. The characteristics 
selected for this purpose were determined by the 
availability of reliable information on the popula-
tion of Iowa farmers. Available data permitted com-
parisons relating to selected personal charac-
teristics, farm characteristics, and nonfarm work 
characteristics. 
Personal Characteristics 
Comparison of personal characteristics was 
limited to age, education, household size, and 
number of years in farm residence. The last is an in-
dicator of residential mobility. 
Age 
The mean age of the occupational transfer group 
during the last year of farming (viz., 1958, 1959, or 
1960) was 43.2 years, whereas the mean age of the 
population of Iowa farm operators in 1959 was 47.7 
years (table 3). This was a significant difference of 
4.5 years. The distribution of ages for the transfer 
group was somewhat more concentrated about the 
mean than that of the population of Iowa farmers. A 
Table 3. Comparison of s~lected characteris,S.ics of farmers changing occupations 
and the populatLon of I owa farmers 
Characteristic 
Personal characteristics 
Mean age in years** . . , .... .... , ... .. , , . . 
Median years of school completed* . ... , .. 
Mean number in househo ld .. . .... .. . , ... , . 
Median years lived in last residence 
Fann characteristics · · · · 
Percent tenants** .. . , . ..... , . .. , ...... , . 
Mean total acres opera ted . , .... . , , . .. .. . 
Mean c rop acres ope rated ...... , . , . , . . , , . 
Mean per-ac re value o f land operated .... 
Median gross value of farm 
products sold**.,,,., . ....... , ..... , . .. . 
Median net cash income from fanning** .. . 
Off-farm \olOrk characteristics 
Proportion with some off-farm 
employtnent** . , ... . . .. , . , .. . . . .. ... , . , , .. 
Proportion Yith 100 days o r rrore of 
off- farm employment** ... .. ... . , ...... , . . 
Mean days of off-farm employment 
(all operators) ** ... , ..... . , , , , .. .. . , .. 
Hean days of off - fann employment 
(those emp l oyed off-farm)* . , , .... . . .... . 
Iowa fa rmers 
changing 
occupatio ns 
(n • 183) 
42 . 3 
ll 
3 . 80 
7 
61. l 
199 
145 
s 267 
$6 ,350 
Sl, 930 
46. 77. 
3 I. 87. 
77.) 
165. 5 
Populat i on 
of Iowa 
farme rs 
47 . 7b 
9' 
3 sac 
lOt 
35 ob 1 94~ 
135b 
S 250e 
$8,460: 
$3 ,020 
Jl.0%b 
l3,6%b 
39 . 4b 
128.0b 
aData for operators changing occupations apply to the last year of farming, 
(i.e. 1958, 1959, o r 1960), Data for the population of farm operator s apply 
to 1959 or 1960. 
bc11> 'eta> dc22> •c12> 
* Difference significant at the 5-percent level. 
** Difference significant At the 1-pe rcent leve l. 
smaller proportion of the operators shifting occupa-
tions was found in the over-65 age group. Most 
farmers who withdraw from farming at this age 
would be retirees or decedents and so would not be 
included in the occupational transfer group. 
It is widely believed that farm operators who 
shift to nonfarm jobs tend to be the younger farmers 
because of reduced mobility associated with increas-
ing age. But it is noteworthy that, in the Iowa sam-
ple, 57 percent of the farmers changing occupations 
were over 45 years of age. This suggests that, in the 
Iowa environment at least, middle age may not be as 
important a restraint on occupational transfer as 
frequently thought. 
Education 
Operators shifting occupations were not only 
younger on the average, but they also had 
significantly more education than the population of 
farm males over 25 years of age. The median 
number of years of school completed was about 11 
for the transfer group and about 9 for the population 
of farm males over 25 years of age. Because of the 
upward trend in education level over time, younger 
people tend to have more education than older peo-
ple. Undoubtedly, the higher educational level of the 
transferees was associated with the lower average 
age of this group. 
Household size 
Operators who transferred to nonfarm jobs in 
Iowa were members of households with an average 
of 3.80 persons. The household size of this group did 
not differ significantly from that (3.88) of Iowa farm 
operators in general. 
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Number of years lived in last farm 
residence 
Farmers shifting occupations had lived in the 
last residence occupied before leaving farming an 
average of 9.4 years. The occupancy period r.anged 
from 1 to 32 years. The median length of residence 
was 7 years compared with a median of 10 years for 
Iowa farm ~ales 25 years and older. This difference, 
however was not significant. Evidently, operators 
who shifted to nonfarm jobs in Iowa had a history of 
residential mobility that was quite similar to that of 
the population of adult farm males. 
Characteristics of the 
Farming Operation 
Table 3 also shows a comparison of six selected 
farm characteristics for the transferees the last year 
of farming and the population of Iowa farm 
operators. Availability of data limited this com-
parison to tenure, land quantity and quality, gross 
value of farm products sold, and net cash farm in-
come. 
Tenure 
Farmers who quit farming and took nonfarm 
jobs in Iowa were more frequently tenants and less 
frequently owners or part-owners than those who 
continued farming. In 1959, 35 percent of Iowa's 
farm operators were tenants, and 65 percent were 
owners or part-owners, but 61 percent of the 
transferees were tenants, and only 39 percent were 
owners or part-owners. This evidence indicated that 
the transfer process was highly selective with 
respect to tenure, with tenants showing up in the 
transfer group nearly twice as frequently as in the 
population of farm operators. 
Other things being equal, it might be expected 
that land ownership would be associated with less 
occupational mobility. Operators who own all or 
part of the land farmed probably have a stronger 
commitment to farming than those who farm rented 
land. Also, the transfer of an owner-operator to non-
farm employment would require either sale or 
rental of owned land. Both typically involve some in-
convenience and cost. 
Quantity of land 
The only measures of farm size in terms of inputs 
for which comparable data could be obtained were 
total acres operated and acres in cultivated crops. 
Farmers shifting to nonfarm jobs operated an 
average of 199.3 total acres and 145.6 crop acres in 
their last year of farming (viz., 1958, 1959, or 1960). 
The comparable figures for the population of Iowa 
farm operators in 1959 were 193.6 total acres and 
135.0 crop acres. The group differences were not 
10 
significant at the 5-percent level. Evidently the 
transfer process was not selective on farm size 
measured in acres. 
Quality of land 
As measured by estimated market value per 
acre, the quality of the land operated the last ye~r of 
farming by farmers shifting to nonfarm occupat10ns 
was not significantly different from that operated by 
Iowa farmers generally. The per-acre value of land 
farmed by the transferees averaged $267, whereas 
that operated by the population of farmers averaged 
$250. Although there are a priori reasons for expect-
ing that the transfer process might be selecti~e on 
land quality, the evidence did not support this ex-
pectation. 
Gross value of farm products sold 
Because estimates of the gross value of farm pro-
ducts sold were obtained by having respondents 
select the applicable class interval in an open-ended 
distribution, a mean value could not be computed for 
this characteristic. The median, however, was 
estimated to be $6,350. The comparable figure for 
the population of Iowa farmers was $8,463. The dif-
ference between medians was highly significant. 
Although operators who quit farming and took non-
farm jobs in Iowa operated about the same quantity 
and quality of land as the typical Iowa farmer, the 
size of their business, as measured by gross value of 
products sold, was substantially smaller. The dif-
ference could reflect variation in the quantities of 
labor and operating capital and (or) a difference in 
management and technical know-how, resulting in 
different rates of transformation of inputs into out-
puts. 
Net cash farm income 
The median net cash income from farming of all 
Iowa farm operators in 1959 was estimated to be 
$3,025. This is defined as gross value of farm pro-
ducts sold, less all farm expenses except deprecia-
tion a definition similar to the one used in the sur-
vey 'of operator transferees. The comparable figure 
for operators shifting to nonfarm jobs was estimated 
to be $1,930. Thus, farmers who changed occupa-
tions had a median net cash farm income the last 
year of farming that was only two-thirds as large as 
that of the population of Iowa farm operators. The 
evidence points to the conclusion that the transfer 
process was selective with respect to net cash farm 
income. In other words, those who quit farming for 
nonfarm employment tended to be operators with 
below-average levels of net cash farm income. 
Nonf arm employment 
Farmers who shifted occupations also tended to 
have more nonfarm work connections while farming 
than the typical Iowa farm operator. About 48 per-
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cent of the transferees spent some time working at 
nonfarm jobs the last year of farming (viz., 1958, 
1959, or 1960). Only 31 percent of the population of 
Iowa farmers reported off-farm work in 1959. In ad-
dition, 32 percent of the operators who changed oc-
cupations worked 100 days or more off the farm, 
whereas only 14 percent of the population of Iowa 
farmers performed this much off-farm work. The 
mean number of days spent at off-farm work for 
operators transferring to nonfarm jobs was almost 
twice as large as that for the population of farmers. 
Evidently the transfer process tended to select 
farmers with relatively large nonfarm work com-
mitments while farming. In many instances, the 
movement out of farming was a gradual one in 
which the operator shifted from full-time farming to 
a combination of farming and nonfarm work to full-
time nonfarm employment. 
Because operators who changed occupations 
worked off the farm more frequently and for longer 
periods, it is probable that the amount of labor put 
into the farm business was less than the average for 
the population of Iowa farmers. It is also likely that 
the difference in the use of labor was prompted by a 
difference in the relative returns yielded by farm 
· and nonfarm wotk. A greater return in nonfarm 
employment could be due to the particular nonfarm 
skills possessed by the part-time farmer or because 
the returns to labor in the farm business were 
restricted by lack of some complementary resource; 
i.e., land or capital. Data presented in table 4 sug-
gest that the latter reason is perhaps more likely. 
Among operators who changed occupations, 
there were significant differences in farm charac-
teristics between those who did and those who did 
not hold nonfarm jobs the last year of farming. The 
part-time farmers operated less than two-thirds as 
much total land and cropland as those who did not 
hold nonfarmjobs. They had an equity value of farm 
machinery and equipment only 63 percent as great, 
and they sold farm products worth only 58 percent 
as much, as that of the full-time operator group. 
Table 4 . Compar i son of fa rm cha rac t eri s tics of ope ra t or s changing 
occupations who did and did not ho ld nonfarm j obs their 
l as t year of fa rming, 1963 s urvey 
Character istic 
Opera t or s hol ding 
non fann j obs 
(n = 85) 
Mean total ac r es oper a t e d* . . . . . . . . . 151 
Hean crop ac res opera t ed* . . . . . . . . . . 110 
Mean equity va lue of fa rm 
machiner y and equipment* . ..... . .. $3 , 040 
Median gross va lue of farm 
products so l d* . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $4 , 280 
Median net cash income f r om 
farming* .. ...... .. ........ .. .... . $1, 330 
Difference s i gnificant at t he 5- pe rcent level. 
Ope ra t o r s 
no t ho l d ing 
nonfarm jobs 
(n = 96) 
236 
174 
$4 . 845 
$7,360 
$2 . 430 
Those holding nonf arm jobs had a net cash income 
from farming that was only 55 percent as high as 
that of operators without nonfarmjobs. 
Impact of Occupational Adjustment 
on Residual Farm Operator 
Population 
The findings just enumerated shed some light on 
the impact of occupational adjustment by Iowa 
farmers on the characteristics of the remaining farm 
operator population. Because the transfer group was 
younger than average, occupational adjustment 
tended to increase the average age of the residual 
population of farm operators. Also, those who shifted 
occupations had somewhat more formal education, 
indicating that occupational adjustment tended to 
reduce the average level of education of the remain-
ing operator population. In both instances, however, 
retirement of older operators and entry of younger 
operators have tended to offset these effects, 
although not completely. For example, according to 
the U.S. Census of Agriculture, the average age of 
Iowa farm operators rose from 47.6 years in 1959 to 
48.5 years in 1969. 
The transfer process also tended to increase the 
proportion of farming resources owned by farm 
operators. Because the frequency of transfer among 
tenants was much higher than that among owner 
operators, the proportion of tenant operators tended 
to decrease, and the proportion of owner-operators 
tended to increase. Owner-operators who left farm-
ing farmed less land than owner-operators general-
ly, and the transfer group as a whole had lower_ gross 
farm sales than the population of farmers. Evident-
ly, the transfer process involved mainly op~rators 
who owned a relatively small amount of physical re-
sources, and many were heavily committed to n_on-
farm employment while farming. As a result, the im-
portance of part-time farming in Iowa tended to 
decline, and average farm size as measured by total 
output tended to increase. 
DISPOSITION OF LAND FARMED 
BY TRANSFEREES 
Information was collected on the disposition of 
the land operated by the original sample of 304 
operators who left farming for nonfarm employment 
in 1959-61. By multiplying the sample estim~tes by 
the reciprocal of the sampling rate, state estimates 
were prepared of the total land released by operator 
transfer and the disposition of this land. The results 
are presented in table 5. 
Iowa farm operators who changed occupations 
during 1959-61 farmed an estimated 545,000 acres 
of land the last year of farming. When these farmers 
qui t farming, this land was released for use by other 
1 1 
, 
Table 5. Estimated annual average disposition of land 
released by farmers transferring to nonfarm 
employment, 1958-1960, 1963 survey 
Disposition 
Farmed as a unit by 
Acreage 
(000) 
% 
another operator . . . . . . . . . . . . • • . 275 
Consolidated with an 
51.5 
existing unit .... . ............. 233 41.5 
Land retirement program 
and nonfarm uses . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 27 5. 1 
New farm headquarters . . . . . . . . . . . . 10 1. 9 
Total land released ..... ... . .... 545 100.0 
people. About 52 percent of the released land was 
taken over and farmed as a unit by another 
operator. This could have been a beginning farmer 
or a current operator who changed farms. About 42 
percent of the land was consolidated with existing 
farms to form larger units. About 5 percent went in-
to the Soil Bank and nonfarm uses, and nearly 2 per-
cent was used for new farmsteads. 
Comparable estimates of the amount of land re-
leased by other components of operator withdrawal 
(e.g., operator deaths and retirements) in Iowa in-
dicate that occupational transfer released more land 
than any other component and nearly 48 percent of 
all land released by operator withdrawal during 
1959-61. Thus, the process of occupational transfer 
plays an important role in determining how much 
land will be available for farm consolidation and(or) 
for use by beginning farmers. Existing operators 
who want to expand their land base compete with 
beginning farmers for the land released by operator 
deaths, retirements, and occupational transfers. The 
rate of entry helps to determine how rapidly existing 
farmers who need more land for a well-organized 
unit are able to expand their land bases. A higher 
rate of entry slows down the farm-consolidation 
process, whereas a lower rate of entry speeds it up. 
THE DECISION TO CHANGE 
OCCUPATIONS 
In general, operators who left farming to take 
nonfarm employment arrived at their decision only 
after a considerable time. An average of 13 months 
elapsed between the date respondents reported they 
first began thinking about shifting occupations and 
the date a firm decision was made to do so, but there 
was substantial interoperator variation in the 
length of this period. Nearly half the group took less 
than 3 months to reach a firm decision, whereas 
another 17 percent took more than 2 years. 
In most instances, the decision was made by the 
12 
respondent (i.e., farm operator) without consultation 
with people outside the family. But one-fourth of the 
group reported that they had discussed the m~tter 
with other people. Bankers and other profess10nal 
personnel were consulted in 49 percent of the~e 
cases; relatives were consulted by 21 percent of this 
group. 
Factors Influencing the 
Transfer Decision 
When questioned about what started them to 
think of changing occupations, respondents reported 
a variety of factors. Income and income-related con-
siderations, however, were mentioned most fre-
quently. These were reported by 37 percent of the 
group as most important. Health or age was men-
tioned by 16 percent; 12 percent reported work-
related factors. Other considerations mentioned in-
cludedfamily circumstances or problems and the dif-
ficulty of farming while holding down a nonfarmjob. 
For those reporting a "next-most-important factor," 
income and income-related considerations also were 
reported most frequently. 
After a period of thought and, in some instances, 
consultation, the final decision to leave farming was 
made. Information on the factors entering the final 
decision was obtained as follows: Each respondent 
was shown a list of factors hypothesized to be impor-
tant in influencing the decision to transfer. The list 
also included an open-end category for unspecified 
factors. Then, the respondent was asked to indicate 
which ones entered into his final decision to change 
occupations and to rank these in order of im-
portance. Table 6 shows the frequency distributions 
for the factors reported by rank importance and an 
overall total obtained by weighting the most impor-
tant factor by 3, the second most important factor by 
2 and the third most important factor by 1. 
' The strong influence of income-related factors is 
clearly evident. Among those ranked as most impor-
tant, level of income, stability of income, and insuffi-
cient land were mentioned by half the respondents. 
Nearly 13 percent reported health or age as a first-
ranked factor. Other factors mentioned as most im-
portant in order of frequency included "other job," 
type of work, living conditions, and working condi-
tions. 
As measured by the weighted total, income and 
income-related factors also were most influential in 
the final decision to change occupations. Level of in-
come, stability of income, and insufficient land made 
up 49 percent of the weighted total. Because type of 
work and living conditions were mentioned quite 
frequently as second and third most important fac-
to rs, these considerations showed up more 
prominently in the weighted total than in the list of 
most important factors. On the other hand, health 
and age were less significant factors in the weighted 
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Table 6. Ranking of specified factors by importance in the final decision to leave 
fanning and take nonfarm employment, 1963 survey 
Factor 
Level of income ........ 
Stability of income .... 
Insufficient land ...... 
Type of work ........... 
Working conditions ..... 
Living conditions ...... 
Health or age .......... 
Other job .............. 
Miscellaneous .......... 
Total .................. 
Most 
important 
N % 
52 28.4 
21 11.5 
19 10.4 
14 7.6 
10 5.5 
12 6.6 
23 12.6 
18 9.8 
14 7.6 
183 100.0 
Ranking 
Second most 
important 
N lo 
45 29.2 
29 19.0 
5 3.2 
21 13.6 
14 9.1 
23 14.9 
4 2.6 
9 5.8 
4 2.6 
154 100.0 
Third most 
important 
N % 
11 9.1 
27 22.4 
4 3.3 
25 20.6 
25 20.6 
23 19.0 
4 3.3 
2 1. 7 
0 0.0 
121 100.0 
Weighted 
total 
N to 
257 26.3 
148 15.1 
71 7.3 
109 11.1 
83 8.5 
105 10.7 
81 8.3 
74 7.6 
50 5.1 
978 100.0 
aComputed by weighting the most important factor by 3' the second most important 
factor by 2, and the third most important 
total than in the list of most important factors 
because relatively few mentioned these as second or 
third most important factors. 
It is sometimes asserted that many farmers are 
"forced" out of agriculture because the land they 
have been farming has been sold or leased to other 
people or corporations and they cannot find other 
land to operate. Evidently this was not true to any 
considerable extent among the ex-farmers in this 
study. When asked if they could have continued to 
farm the same land, about 89 percent of the group 
gave a yes answer. Of the 11 percent that said no, 
more than half indicated that they could have found 
other land to operate. Only about 4 percent of all 
respondents reported that they could not have found 
other land if they had wanted to continue farming 
(table 7). How extensively this group searched for 
other land is not known. 
Table 7. Availability of land to continue farming, 
1963 survey 
Land availability N % 
Could have farmed same land ....... 160 88.9 
Could not have farmed same land, 
but could have found other land . 13 7.2 
Could not have found other land ... 7 3.9 
Tot al 180 100.0 
factor by 1. 
Some of the factors reported as most important in 
influencing the decision to shift occupations were re-
lated to respondent's age. As shown in table 8, 
significant age-associated differences were found in 
the proportion reporting income-related factors, 
health or age, and "other job." Income-related fac-
tors were mentioned relatively more frequently by 
younger respondents than by older respondents. In 
contrast, health or age as well as "other job" were re-
ported relatively more frequently by older respon-
dents than by younger respondents. No significant 
age-associated differences were found for working 
conditions, type of work, or living conditions. 
A positive relationship also was observed 
between income-related factors and the increase in 
income expected as a result of occupational transfer. 
Respondents who expected a large increase i:ra in-
come were more likely to mention income-related 
factors than those expecting no change or a decrease 
in income. But no significant differences were found 
between the relative frequency of income-related 
factors and the level of net farm income the last year 
of farming. Respondents with high farm incomes 
mentioned income-related factors about as frequent-
ly as those with low incomes. This suggests that it 
was not so much the absolute level of farm income 
that influenced the decision to change occupations 
as it was the expected improvement in income re-
sulting from the transfer. 
Respondents who mentioned "othey job" as the 
most important factor influencing the decision to 
leave farming were among those combining farming 
with nonfarm employment during the last year of 
13 
Table 8. Respondents' most important reasons for leaving farming, by age last year farmed, 
1963 survey 
Under 31 
Reason N % N 
Income level or instability, 
lack of land* .............. 24 72.8 26 
Type of work; working 
conditions ................. 4 12.l 8 
Living conditions ............ 1 3.0 4 
Health and (or) age 0" .......... 1 3.0 2 
Other job* ................... 1 3.0 1 
Other ........................ 2 6.1 4 
Total ........................ 33 100.0 45 
* Differences significant at the 5-percent level, 
farming. Nearly a third of the respondents spent 100 
days or more at nonfarm work the last year of farm-
ing. Many of those who mentioned "other job" were 
respondents who had heavy nonfarm work commit-
ments and found it difficult to continue as part-time 
farmers. 
Expectations Associated With the 
Decision to Transfer 
Respondents were questioned about their expec-
tations relating to several of the factors that fre-
quently influenced the decision to shift occupations. 
These factors included level of income, stability of 
income, type of work, working conditions, and living 
conditions. The results are shown in table 9. 
Over half the respondents shifting occupations 
indicated that they expected their level of income to 
be higher in nonfarm work than in farming, but 
nearly a third of the group expected no difference. 
About 16 percent expected their income to be less in 
nonfarm employment than in farming. Respondents 
who expected the level of income to be less in non-
farm employment were those who shifted occupa-
tions for reasons other than income; e.g., health or 
age. 
Nearly 57 percent of the farmers who transferred 
reported that they expected a higher stability of in-
come in nonfarm employment than in farming. 
Again, about a third expected no difference. Only 8 
percent expected less stability of income in nonfarm 
employment than in farming. 
About 27 percent of the group, however, expected 
that the type of work they would be doing in non-
farm employment would be more desirable than that 
14 
31-40 41-50 51 & over Total 
% N % N % N % 
57.8 24 38.7 18 41.8 92 50.3 
17.8 7 11.3 5 11. 7 24 13 .1 
8.9 5 8.1 2 4.7 12 6.6 
4.4 11 17.7 9 20.9 23 12.6 
2.2 11 17. 7 5 11. 6 18 9.8 
8.9 4 6.5 4 9.3 14 7.6 
100.0 62 100.0 43 100.0 183 100.0 
in farming. About 45 percent expected no difference. 
Nearly 28 percent expected nonfarm employment to 
be less desirable work than farming. 
With respect to working conditions, 42 percent 
Table 9. Expectation• of r11pondent1 comparing nonfarm employment and 
farming with re1pect to 11lected factor• influencing the 
deci11on to tranafer, 1963 1urvey 
Factor and expectation 
Level of income 
Higher in nonfarm employment 
than in farming .. . • . • . .. .. • • .. • .. .. • • • • . • 92 
No difference .• , .•. , . , , . , . , , , , , , , , , . , , . , . , . 59 
Lower in nonfarm employment 
than in farming •.... - ••.•. , • , • , • , • , , , , •• , 29 
Total , , • , , , , • , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , . , . , , , , , , , , , , , , , 180 
Stability of income 
r-k>re stability in nonfarm 
emplo yment than in farming ..... , , , , , , , , , , 102 
No difference , , , , , , .... , .. , ...... , ... , .. , , , 61 
Less stability in nonfarm 
employment than in farming ............... , 15 
Total , ...... , .... , , , , , , , , . , .. , .. , , .. , .. , . , , . , 178 
Type of work 
More desirable in nonfarm 
employment than in farming , , , .. , , . , , , , . , . 49 
No difference , , .. , , .. ... . , . . , , .. , , , , . , . , . . . 80 
Less desirable in nonfarm 
emplO)'Inent than in fa rming . , . , . , , , .. , . , , , 50 
Total , ..... , , .. , , , , , , , . , . , , , , . ... , ...... , , , , . 179 
Working conditions 
More desirable in nonfarm 
employment than in farming , .... , ..... , . . , 75 
No difference , ..... , . , . , . , ........... . . , . . . 80 
Less desirable in nonfarm 
employment than in farming .. , , .. . .... , . . . 25 
Total .............. ..... , .. , . .. . . ...... , . . . . . 180 
Living cond ition s 
~k> re desir8.b l e in non fa rm 
employment than in farming . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 71 
No difference .. . , .. .. , . , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 94 
Less desirable in nonfarm 
employment than in farming . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10 
Tota L . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 175 
7. 
51. l 
32.8 
lG. l 
100 .0 
57 . 3 
34. 3 
8 . 4 
100.0 
27 .4 
44. 7 
27. 9 
100.0 
41. 7 
44 . 4 
13. 9 
100.0 
40 . 6 
53 . 7 
5 .) 
100.0 
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expected nonfarm empl.oyment to prov.ide more de-
sirable working cond1t10ns than farmmg, whereas 
44 percent expected no difference. Only 14 percent 
anticipated that working conditions in nonfarm 
-1 employment would be less desirable than in farm-
ing. 
~ As reported, living conditions were mentioned 
relatively frequently as a third most important fac-
tor influencing the decision to change occupations. 
.., About 54 percent of the respondents indicated that 
they expected no difference in living conditions 
between nonfarm employment and farming. But 41 
percent anticipated more desirable living conditions ,[ 
J 
in nonfarm employment. Only 6 percent expected 
less desirable living conditions in nonfarm employ-
ment than in farming. As noted later, many of the 
'8 respondents shifting occupations settled in Iowa's 
smaller urban communities where many of the less 
.O desirable features of metropolitan urban living (e.g., 
congestion and pollution) are minimal. If more of the 
respondents had found nonfarm work .in 
metropolitan centers, perhaps a larger proport10n 
would have expected less desirable living conditions 
in nonfarm employment. ;c~ Table 10 shows the changes in income expected 
in nonfarm employment in relation to that in farm-
ing by respondents who anticipated increases and 
en decreases. Of the 169 who provided information on 
income expectations, 50 percent anticipated an in-
crease, 15 percent expected a decrease, and 35 per-
cent expected no change in nonfarm employment. 
Table 10. Change in annual income expected in nonfarm emp loyment in relati~n 
to that in farming, by direction of change expected, 1963 survey 
Expected an increase 
in non farm emp lovment 
Change in dollars N % 
Under 500 ......... .. . l l.2 
500 - 999 ..... . .. ... . 6 7 .o 
l ,000 - l ,499 .. .. .. .. 23 27 . l 
l,500 - l ,999 ...... .. 9 10.6 
2,000 - 2,499 ....... . 22 25. 9 
2, 500 - 2,999 ....... . l l. 2 
J ,000 and over .. ... . 23 27 .o 
Total , . .... ....... . . . 85 100.0 
b 
Hean , . . ... •..•. . . . . • S2 , 202 
No information . . . .. . . 
on aroount ...... .. ·. 
Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 92 
Expected a decrease in 
non fa rm employment 
N % 
2 8 .0 
6 24 .o 
8 32.0 
3 12. 0 
6 24.0 
0 0 .0 
0 0.0 
25 100.0 
-Sl,388 
29 
8txcludes 59 respondents expecting no c hange and 3 respondents providing no 
Lnfonnation on direction and amount of change expected . 
bThe average change in income expec ted by all respondents providing informa-
tion (n•l69) was $90 2 per year. 
The average change expected was about $~~2 per 
year. Respondents expecting an increase anticipated 
a mean increase of $2,202. Those expectmg a 
decrease anticipated a mean decrease of $1,388. 
Only 8 percent of those expecting an increase an-
ticipated less than $1,000. But 68 percent of those 
anticipating a decrease expected more than $1,000 . 
TRANSITION TO NON FARM 
EMPLOYMENT 
Once a firm decision was made to change occupa-
tions, respondents did not leave farming immediate-
ly. An average of 5.3 months elapsed between the 
date of a firm decision to leave and the date of actual 
withdrawal. There was much variation in this 
period, however. Nearly 22 percent of the group 
withdrew in less than 2 months after making a firm 
decision, but about 10 percent took a year or more to 
withdraw. The whole process of coming to a decision 
and making the transition to nonfarm employment 
required an average of 30 months, suggesting that 
most operators had sufficient time to carefully 
weigh alternatives and associated consequences. 
In making the transition to nonfarm employ-
ment, respondents faced a number of tasks. Ar-
rangements had to be made to liquidate the farm 
business and to dispose of farm assets. Suitable non-
farm employment had to be obtained by full-time 
farmers and by part-time farmers who wanted to 
change nonfarm jobs. If a change in residence w~s 
involved, a new home had to be found, and the fami-
ly and household possessions had to be moved. 
Disposition of Farm-Operating 
Assets 
Public sale was the most frequently used method 
of disposing of farm-operating assets. About 70 per-
cent of the respondents used this method for 
livestock, 68 percent for machinery, and 46 percent 
for grain. The next most commonly used method was 
private sale. This method was ~sed by 18 percent for 
livestock, 20 percent for machmery, and 42 ~ercent 
for grain. A small percentage kept the operatmg as-
sets they owned, and an equally small proportion 
used a combination of methods (table 11 ). 
At the time of liquidation, more than half t~e 
respondents reported that they owed money on thelf 
operating assets. Machinery debt ~as most common, 
followed by livestock debt and gram debt. Nearly a 
third of the group had debts on at least two of the 
three kinds of operating assets owned. 
The equity value (sale value less debt) of operat-
Table 11. Dis positio n of farm operating asse ts of operator transferees, 
1963 survey 
Lives tock Hachinerx Grain 
Dispos ition N N 
115 68.0 79 46. 5 
34 20. 2 72 42 . 3 
11 6. 5 9 5 . 3 
Public sal e .. .. .. .. .. . 114 70 · 4 
Private sale . .. . . . .. . . 30 18.S 
Retained....... . ... . .. 7 4.3 
9 5. 3 10 5. 9 
169 100 .0 170 100. 0 
13 11 
1 2 
Combinations of 
above .. · · · · · · · · · · · · · 11 10~: ~ Subtotal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 162 
None ovned ....... · · · · · 20 
No information . ... · · · · 1 
Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 183 183 183 
15 
ing assets averaged about $4,950, but there was 
wide variation among individual respondents. 
About 4 percent had negative equity values (debts 
exceeding sale value). At the other end of the dis-
tribution, over 20 percent had equity values of 
$8,000 or more. Since the majority of respondents 
were tenants and owned no land, it is likely that, for 
many, the equity value of livestock, machinery, and 
grain represented a large proportion of the family's 
accumulated savings in income-earning assets. 
Although for most respondents, this accumulation 
was relatively small, it undoubtedly was large 
enough in most instances to provide the necessary 
funds for paying relocation expenses and for a down 
payment on a new residence. 
Nonfarm Job Search 
How frequently did transferees search for a non-
farm job before quitting farming? As shown in table 
12, only 36 percent of the group reported that they 
investigated nonfarm job possibilities before decid-
ing to leave farming. There were two principal 
reasons the proportion was not larger. First, nearly 
48 percent of the respondents already held nonfarm 
jobs at the time they made their decision to leave 
farming. And second, many respondents indicated 
they expected no difficulty in finding suitable non-
farm work. 
Nearly 71 percent of the group who held nonfarm 
jobs during the last year of farming made no effort to 
investigate other nonfarm job opportunities. 
Evidently, many in this group were reasonably 
satisfied with their nonfarm employment and ex-
pected the job opportunity to continue after leaving 
farming. Therefore, they had little incentive to in-
vestigate the job market. The 29 percent who did in-
vestigate other nonfarm employment possibilities 
probably were dissatisfied with the nonfarmjob held 
or anticipated a future layoff. 
Respondents who did not hold a nonfarm job at 
the time of the decision to leave farming were more 
frequently investigators of the nonfarm job market 
than those who did hold nonfarm jobs. Over 42 per-
cent of the full-time farmers investigated nonfarm 
job possibilities before making their decision. This 
compares with 29 percent of the part-time farmers. 
Nevertheless, most full-time farmers (58 percent) 
made no nonfarm job search preceeding their de-
cision. 
Of the group that did not investigate nonfarmjob 
possibilities, over four-fifths reported that they ex-
pected no difficulty in finding acceptable nonfarm 
employment. The most frequently mentioned reason 
was that they already had a nonfarm job. This 
reason was given mainly by part-time farmers who 
were reasonably well satisfied with their current 
nonfarm work arrangements and who expected this 
job opportunity to continue. Close behind in frequen-
cy was a reason expressed as "always can find work 
if one is willing." Perhaps the optimism suggested 
by this reason reflected limited personal experience 
with urban unemployment and the strength of the 
Iowa labor market at the time. During 1959-62, only 
about 3 percent of the Iowa labor force was un-
employed, although unemployment was a bit higher 
at the end than at the beginning of the period. In any 
case, most of the full-time farmers who made the de-
cision to leave farming without investigating the 
urban labor market evidently did not consider the 
problem of finding a nonfarmjob a major obstacle to 
occupational transfer. Among the approximately 20 
percent who did anticipate difficulty in finding a 
nonfarm job, the most frequently reported reason 
was old age. 
Respondents who did make a nonfarm job search 
before deciding to transfer typically investigated on-
ly one job possibility. The average number of jobs in-
vestigated was 1.3. Less than 5 percent of the group 
looked into more than two job possibilities, although 
part-time farmers tended to investigate more job 
possibilities than full-time farmers. This may have 
reflected differences in job-market information. It 
could be expected that part-time farmers with their 
past nonfarm work experience would be better ac-
Table 12. Nonfarm job search before the decision to leave farming by nonfarm employment status 
last year farming, 1963 survey 
16 
Nonfarm employment status 
last year of farming 
Held non- Did not hold 
farm job nonfarm job 
Job search N 
Investigated nonfarm job possibilities •..•..... 25 
Did not investigate nonfarm job 
possibilities .•....•...........••....•....•.. 60 
Total · · · · · · · .... • ........•.............•...••.. 85 
% 
29.4 
70.6 
100.0 
N % 
41 42.3 
56 57.7 
97 100.0 
Total 
N % 
66 36.3 
116 63.7 
182 100.0 
ab 
L 
t 
ar 
b 
ot 
jo 
fl 
ea 
ar 
&;J 
'" 
04, 
,llQ 
,llQ 
o,o 
o,o 
,0 
llQ, 
"' 
I 
Id 
Table 13. Distribution of nonfarm job types investigated by 
respondents making a job search, 1963 survey 
~b t~e % 
(n = 84) 
Professional and technical . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . • . 6. 7 
~wnager, official and proprietor, 
except farm . . . . • . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . 26. 0 
Clerical . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . • . • . . . . . . . • . . • . . . . . . . . • . . . 1. 3 
Sales . •. . . . • . •. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • • . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6.5 
Craftsmen and foremen . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20. 8 
Operatives . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . • . • . . . . . . 24 . 6 
Service, except household .. . . ...... ....•... . . .. ... 6.5 
Farm laborer • . • . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . • . . . . . . . . . • . . • . • 1. 3 
Laborer, except fa rm . . . . . . . • . . . . • . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • 7. 8 
Total ....•....... .... .......•.•... .. ..• .. ......•.. 100.0 
quainted with employer contacts and how to conduct 
a job search. Over half of the respondents with non-
farm jobs the last year of farming had 3 or more 
years of nonfarm work experience. 
Table 13 shows the job types investigated by 
those who made a job search. Although a wide 
variety of jobs was involved, there was a heavy con-
centration in three categories: managers, officials, 
and proprietors (26 percent); operatives (25 percent); 
and craftsmen and foreman (21 percent). These 
types made up about 72 percent of all employment 
possibilities investigated. Only about 7 percent were 
of a professional and technical nature, possibly 
reflecting the infrequency of professional and 
technical skills among transferees. 
In view of the historic concentration of nonfarm 
job opportunities in the larger cities and 
metropolitan areas, it was somewhat surprising to 
find that nearly two-thirds of the job possibilities in-
vestigated were located in Iowa urban places of less 
than 10,000 population. A third of the jobs in-
vestigated were in towns of under 2,000 (table 14). 
The spatial patterns of job search probably reflected 
the closer proximity of smaller places, the likelihood 
that respondents had more information about job 
possibilities in the smaller towns, and the likely 
preference for working and living in less-congested 
Table 14. Distribution of jobs investigaced before leaving fanning, by size of 
toun in 'Jhich job was located , 1963 survey 
town she 
First job 
investigated 
7. 
Under 2,000 .. . . , , . , . , , . . . . 23 34 . J 
2,000 to 4,999 . . . . . . . . . .. . 10 14.9 
l,000 to 9,999 ... . . . . .•... l2 17.9 
to,ooo to 19,999 . . . . . •• . . . 2 J.o 
20,000 to 49,999 . . . . • • • ... 5 7.5 
l0,000 to 99,999 . .. .•. . . .. l) 19. 4 
100,000 and over .... •.... , 2 3 . 0 
Total , . , ..... , . . . . . . . . .. . . 67 100.0 
No information . . . . . . . . . . . . O 
Did not investigate .. . , . .. 116 
total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 183 
Second job 
investigated 
7. 
29 .4 
29.4 
0.0 
0.0 
29 . 4 
l l.8 
0 .0 
l7 l 00.0 
l 
165 
l8l 
Tota l 
7. 
28 )).) 
l5 l7. 9 
l 2 l4 . ) 
2 2.l 
lO l l. 9 
l 5 l7. 9 
2 2 .4 
84 l 00.0 
areas. Respondents probably anticipated less dif-
ficulty in adjusting to urban life in the smaller 
places. 
Most of the job investigations made by respon-
dents resulted in job offers. Indeed, 85 percent of the 
first job investigations and 61 percent of the second 
job investigations produced offers of employment. 
About 89 percent of the respondents who conducted 
a job search resulting in an offer of employment had 
accepted or were planning to accept the offer at the 
time the decision was made to leave farming. But in 
most instances, availability of a job offer evidently 
was not a critical factor in making the transfer de-
cision. Nearly 70 percent of those who conducted a 
successful job search before making the decision re-
ported that they would have left farming even 
without a job or job offer at the time. 
Transitional Unemployment 
Most (55.6 percent) respondents made the transi-
tion from farming to a nonfarm occupation without 
appreciable stoppage of income flow. But others ex-
perienced some transitional unemployment. The 
amount of transitional unemployment was 
measured by the period between the date a respon-
dent stopped earning income in farming and the 
date he started earning income in a nonfarmjob. For 
the group as a whole, the average period of transi-
tional unemployment was 5.3 weeks. About 18 per-
cent experienced 1 to 4 weeks of unemployment, 14 
percent 5 to 14 weeks, and 12 percent over 14 weeks. 
Only about 3 percent experienced as much as 6 
months of unemployment. 
As might be expected, respondents who held a 
nonfarm job the last year of farming experienced 
less transitional unemployment than those who 
were full-time farmers. The mean number of weeks 
of unemployment was 1.9 for respondents who were 
part-time operators and 8.1 for those who did not 
hold a nonfarm job. About 86 percent of the part-
time operators experienced no transitional un-
employment, compared with 30 percent of the full-
time operators. Whereas 12 percent of the full-time 
farmers experienced more than 15 weeks of un-
employment, only 1 percent of the part-time 
operators experienced this much unemployment. 
Nonfarm Job Training 
Relatively few (14 percent) of the farmers who 
changed occupations during 1959-61 and who con-
tinued to hold nonfarm jobs in Iowa during 1962 re-
ported taking any formal training for nonfa_rm 
employment after leaving farming. For those takmg 
training, the mean period of training was slightly 
over 5 months. The types of training most frequently 
reported were sales, business, mech8:nics, and _elec-
tronics. Most of the training was proVIded by private 
institutions, with 44 percent of the cases involving 
firm training programs. Among those who had not 
1 7 
taken formal training, about 5 percent reported they 
were planning to take additional training mainly in 
the areas of mechanics and electronics. 
POST-TRANSFER EMPLOYMENT 
Information was collected on the employment 
characteristics of ex-farmers and their spouses in 
both the 1963 and 1970 surveys. This included data 
on occupation, industry, job location and mobility, 
sources of job market information, and unemploy-
ment. The findings are summarized in this section. 
Occupational Distribution 
Operators who left farming for nonfarm jobs 
found employment in a wide variety of occupations 
ranging from a profession to unskilled labor. But 
more than three-fifths of the jobs held the first year 
after transfer fell into three occupational classes-
craftsmen and foremen (25 percent); managers, of-
ficials, and proprietors (20 percent); and operatives 
(19 percent). Other occupational classes represented 
included clerical and sales (14 percent), service (13 
percent), laborers (7 percent), and professional and 
technical (3 percent) (table 15).5 
As can be seen in Figure 1, the occupational dis-
tribution of the group was highly stable over time. 
Between the first year after transfer (viz., 1959, 
1960, or 1961) and 1969, there was little net move-
ment among the broad occupational categories and 
no persistent trends suggesting an upgrading of the 
occupational structure as a whole. Such upgrading 
would normally involve additional specialized train-
ing, and relatively few transferees took any post-
transfer training. 
The occupational distribution of ex-farmers dif-
fered significantly from that of the population of 
Iowa males in the nonfarm labor force (table 15). 
Evidently, this was true both in the first year after 
transfer and in 1969. Operators who quit farming 
and took nonfarm jobs were employed less frequent-
ly in the professional and technical occupations and 
more frequently as managers, officials, and pro-
prietors, as craftsmen and foremen, and in service 
occupations. 
"This distribution differs substantially from that reported in a 
study (7) of ex-farmers in Wisconsin where it was found that 89 
percent of the respondents were working as operatives and 
craftsmen and foremen. Less than half of the respondents in the 
Wisconsin study, however, had more than 8 years of schooling 
compared with over 60 percent in the Iowa sample. Also. there 
may have been important differences in the kinds of employ-
ment opportunities available in the two areas. 
Table 15. Occupational distribution of operator transferees and Iowa's male employed nonfarm labor 
force, selected periods 
0Eerator transferees 
a 
Iowa's male emEloyed nonfarm labor 
b 
First year 
c 
after transfer 1969 1960 1970 
Nonfarm occupation N %0- N % N %d- N %e 
Professional and 
technical ................ 5 2.8 5 3.5 54,435 10.8 74,016 13.1 
Manager, official 
and proprietor, 
except farmer ............ JS 20.2 31 21. 7 68,814 13. 7 79,529 14.0 
Clerical and sales ......... 24 13.5 21 14. 7 82,804 16.5 80,162 14.2 
Craftsmen and foremen 44 24.7 31 21. 7 110,424 22.0 120,905 21. 3 
Operatives ................. 33 18.6 29 20.2 115' 183 22.9 124,950 22.l 
Services ................... 23 12.9 14 9.8 39,372 7.8 45,024 7.9 
Laborers, excluding 
farm ..................... 13 7.3 12 8.4 31,874 6.3 41,694 7.4 
Total ...................... 177 100.0 143 100.0 502,906 100.0 566,280 100.0 
aOccupat;onal d;stri"buti"on · b d ~ ~ is ase on primary employment defined as the work activity at which most 
time was spent. 
b(l9) and (20) 
cl959, 1960, or 1961 
d . Differences significant at the 1-percent level. 
eDif f erences significant at the 5-percent level. 
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The largest differences occurred in the pro-
fessional and technical and the manager, official, 
and proprietor categories. In the first year after 
transfer, only about 3 percent of the ex-farmers were 
employed in professional and technical occupations. 
At about the same time, nearly 11 percent of the 
population of Iowa males in the nonfarm labor force 
were employed in professional and technical occupa-
tions. Undoubtedly, this difference reflected the 
smaller-than~average proportion of transferees with 
advanced or specialized training. About 16 percent 
1 of the 1960 population of Iowa males 25 years and 
over had completed 13 or more years of schooling 
(19). The comparable figure for the sample of 
operator transferees was under 8 percent. About a 
fifth of the ex-farmers were working as managers, 
officials, and proprietors during the first year of 
transfer. But only about 14 percent of the population 
of Iowa males in the nonfarm employed labor force 
were in occupations falling in this category. The re-
latively high proportion of transferees employed as 
managers, officials, and proprietors reflected to a 
large extent the frequency with which ex-farmers 
established small businesses offering a degree of in-
dependence and entrepreneurial responsibility not 
cent of the spouses of operator transferees held non-
farm jobs. By 1963, this proportion had increased to 
43 percent. In 1969, it stood at 60 percent. Although 
this was a period of generally rising female 
participation in the Iowa nonfarm labor force, the 
increase for ex-farmers' wives was much more rapid 
than that for women generally. Therefore, it seems 
likely that much of the increase in wives' employ-
ment was linked to the occupational adjustment 
made by husbands. Increased opportunity for wife 
employment may have been a factor influencing the 
transfer decision. 
1Y unlike that of farming. Similar differences in the oc-
cupational structures also were observed in 1969. 
Most of the jobs held by wives in 1963 were in 
three occupational categories-services, except 
household (35 percent), clerical and sales (26 per-
cent), and operative (12 percent). Between 1963 and 
1969, the proportion in services, except household, 
and in operative categories remained almost stable, 
but the proportion in clerical and sales rose from 26 
percent to 36 percent, indicating that the number in 
clerical and sales occupations increased more rapid-
ly than total wife employment. The proportion of 
working wives in professional and technical jobs 
was higher than that for ex-farmers, largely because 
of the relatively high frequency of teaching jobs 
among wives. 
JIJS 
The transfer of farm operators to nonfarm 
employment was accompanied by a large increase in 
gainful employment of spouses. During the last year 
of farming (viz., 1958, 1959, and 1960), about 23 per-
ACCUMULATED 
PERCENT 
Industry Distribution 
The employment distribution among industries 
for ex-farmers was significantly different from that 
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Table 16 . Indust r y dis t ribu t ion of jobs he l d by operator t r an s f erees and 
I owa 1 s ma l e employed nonfarm labo r fo r ce 
Ope r ator 1 ~~;gsferees, 
Nonfarm industry N 7. 
Mi ning and con st ruc tion . . . . . . . . . . . 17 
Manu factu r i ng ... ... .. • ... ... . · · · · · 30 
Transpo rt a t ion, cormrunication, 
and publ i c uti li ties . . .... ... . . . 
Who l esale and r e t a il t r ade .. . .. .. . 
Finance, insurance, and 
8 
29 
r ea 1 es t a t e . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . • . 3 
Serv i ces • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . • . . . • . . 22 
Public administ r ation . . . . . . . . . • . . . 25 
To t a l . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . • . . . 134 
a (20) 
12. 7 
22.4 
6,0 
2 1. 6 
2. 2 
16 . 4 
18. 7 
100.0 
bDiffe r ences significant at the 5- pe r cen t leve l· 
I owa ' s mal e employed 
non farm labor fo r ce 
l 970'b 
56,324 10.2 
165,452 30 . 0 
5 1 ,037 9 . 2 
l33, 2 l5 24 . l 
16,892 3.0 
102 ,036 18. 5 
27 . 384 5.0 
552. 340 100.0 
for Iowa's male employed nonfarm labor force. As 
can be seen in table 16, the largest differences oc-
curred in the public administration and manufac-
turing categories. Ex-farmers tended to.be emp.loyed 
in manufacturing less frequently and m pubhc ad-
ministration more frequently than the population of 
male nonfarm workers. Most of the transferees who 
were employed in public administration held jobs as 
custodians of public buildings, postal workers, 
municipal employees, and building and road insp~c­
tors. These kinds of jobs are likely to be more readily 
available in comparison with manufacturing 
employment in Iowa's smaller towns and cities. Also 
many of the jobs held in public administration re-
quired few specialized skills so that ex-farmers 
probably had less difficulty meeting qualifications 
than in manufacturing employment. 
Job Location 
Were the nonfarm jobs held by ex-farmers 
located mainly in the larger urban and metropolitan 
areas or in the smaller cities and towns? As shown 
in table 17, most of the jobs held by operator 
transferees who were still in nonfarm employment 
at the time of the 1970 survey were located in Iowa's 
smaller cities and towns. 
In 1963, more than a third of the jobs held by this 
group were in towns of under 2,000 population. 
About 59 percent were in urban places of less than 
Table 17 . Loca ti on of primary non fa r~ j ob s he l d by ope r a t o r tr ansfe r ees , 
1963 and 1969, 1970 s urvey 
196 3 1969 
Loca t ion N 
Iowa urba n p l aces 
Unde r 2 ,000 population ············ 49 34 . 2 48 33.5 2 ,000 to 9 , 999 populat i on ········· 35 24. 5 36 25 . 2 10 ,000 t o 49. 999 popu la t ion ······· 22 15. 4 22 15.4 
50. 000 and over popula ti on ········ 22 15 . 4 18 1 2 . 6 Border towns and c it ies . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8 5 . 6 10 7 .o 
Wide area (trave l e r s) ··············· 7 4. 9 9 6 . 3 
Tota l ······························ 143 100. 0 143 100 . 0 
8 Primary job wa s defined as the work activity at which mo s t time was spen t. 
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10,000. Only 15 percent of the jobs held were in 
places of 10,000 to 49,999 population. The same pro-
portion was located in urban places of 50,000 and 
over. Border towns and cities outside of Iowa pro-
vided about 6 percent of the jobs, and nearly 5 per-
cent involved traveling over a wide area. 
According to U.S. Census data, about 52 percent 
of the 1960 male employed nonfarm labor force in 
Iowa resided in urban places of 10,000 population 
and over (19). When allowance is made for commut-
ing patterns, undoubtedly an even higher proportion 
of the nonfarm jobs held by male workers was 
located in such places. But only 31 percent of the 
1963 jobs held by ex-farmers were in places of 10,000 
or more population. Between 1960 and 1970, about 
44 percent of the increase in Iowa's male employed 
nonfarm work force resided in places of 10,000 or 
more (19, 20). If operator transferees had obtai~ed 
nonfarm jobs in locations within Iowa in proport10n 
to either the number of nonfarm jobs in 1960 or the 
increase in nonfarm jobs between 1960 and 1970, a 
larger percentage of the jobs held would have been 
located in urban places of 10,000 or more people. But 
ex-farmers tended to be employed in the smaller 
places more frequently than the population of male 
nonfarm workers. 
Furthermore, the locational pattern of jobs held 
by ex-farmers was highly stable over time. During 
1963-69, there was no persistant tendency for ex-
farmers to move toward jobs located in the larger 
cities and metropolitan areas._ Historically, most of 
the expansion in nonfarm jobs opportunities ha~ oc-
curred in Iowa's larger cities and metropolitan 
areas. Thus, it might have been expected that a high 
proportion of the jobs held by ex-farmers would be 
located in such places. Because the adjustment to an 
urban environment would be more gradual, operator 
transferees might be expected to shift their job-
holding pattern toward the larger town and 
metropolitan areas over time. Neither of these ex-
pectations, however, was supported by the sample 
evidence. Evidently, the work and living preferences 
of ex-farmers favored the smaller towns and cities, 
and job opportunities in these places were suffi-
ciently attractive to encourage employment. 
The job locational pattern of employed wives was 
very similar to that of operator transferees with one 
exception. There were no wives employed in jobs in-
volving travel over a wide area. The occupational 
adjustment of operators was accompanied by not 
only an increase in the number of working wi.ves, 
but also a reduction in commuting distance. Wives 
who were employed at nonfarm jobs before operator 
transfer commuted an average distance of 25 miles 
per day. After transfer, the mean commuting dis-
tance was only 3 miles per day. 
Most of the nonfarm jobs held by transferees and 
their wives were located relatively close to the last 
farm operated. The mean distance between the last 
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farm operated and the location of each nonfarm job 
held by ex-farmers from the time of transfer (viz., 
1959, 1960, or 1961) to 1963 was 35 miles. But the 
median distance was only 1 7 miles, indicating that 
the distribution was highly skewed toward more dis-
tant locations. Whereas 57 percent of the jobs held 
were located within 20 miles of the land last farmed, 
9 percent were located beyond 100 miles. Because of 
the nearness.of job locations, most families probably 
were quite familiar with the post-transfer environ-
ment before making the transfer. Undoubtedly, the 
cost of physical movement of family and household 
effects was quite small in most instances. It is likely 
that these factors encouraged occupational adjust-
ment by some farmers. 
Size of employment location was classified by 
several respondent characteristics, including age, 
number of dependents, and prior nonfarm work ex-
perience, in an effort to uncover associated factors. 
Size of employment location, however, was indepen-
dent of each of the factors considered. Since most of 
the respondents found nonfarm jobs relatively close 
to where they last farmed, size of employment loca-
tion probably was strongly influenced by town size 
in the immediate area and by respondents' 
knowledge of local nonfarm job opportunities and 
other conditions affecting employment choices. 
Job Mobility 
Table 18 shows the distribution of the number of 
jobs held by the ex-farmer group after leaving farm-
ing. A job change was defined to include a change in 
tasks performed as well as a change in employer. 
Thus, a person who performed the same tasks for a 
different employer or who performed different tasks 
for the same employer would be involved in a job 
change. 
The mean number of jobs held between the first 
year after transfer (viz., 1959, 1960, or 1961) and 
1969 was 2.95. Only a quarter of the group held the 
Table 18 . Number of nonfarm jobs held by f arm operator transferees, 
by sele cted periods 
Period 
Transfer date 1963-1969b Transfer date 
Number t o 1963a t o 1969c 
N r. N 7. N % 
1 ················ 93 so. 9 62 43 . 3 36 25.1 2 ················ 47 25 . 7 43 30. 1 31 21. 7 3 ················ 22 12 . 0 25 17 . 5 36 25 . 2 4 ················ 13 7 .1 8 5 . 6 11 7. 7 5 ················ 5 2 . 7 2 1. 4 15 10. 5 6 and over ······· 3 1.6 3 2 . 1 14 9 . 8 
Total ············ 183 100. 0 143 100.0 143 100.0 
Hean ············· 1. 88 1. 99 2 . 95 
8 1963 s urvey 
bl970 s urvey 
cl963 and 1970 s urveys 
same job in 1969 as in the first post-transfer year. 
Ne~rly a tenth held six or more jobs during the 
penod. One respondent averaged more than one job 
a year. 
Whereas the average number of jobs held per 
respondent varied directly with the length of the 
post-transfer period, the rate of job mobility as 
measured by the number of jobs per year held per 
respondent seems to have been higher in the early 
years than in the later years. Since job mobility is 
the primary means whereby workers can improve 
their job satisfaction, it might be expected that job 
shifting would be more frequent in the early years 
after entry into the nonfarm labor force when 
workers are gaining job-market experience and test-
ing the market for their skills. 
Some ex-farmers held two or more nonfarm jobs 
simultaneously. In 1969, about one of 10 respon-
dents reported holding multiple jobs. Nearly all of 
these involved two jobs, although a few involved 
three. Multiple job holding seemed to be most fre-
quent among respondents who were not fully 
employed at their primary job and had time for ad-
ditonal part-time work. About 6 percent of the 
transferees held primary jobs at which they worked 
less than a 40-hour week. 
Several tests were made to determine what fac-
tors might be associated with job-shifting pro-
pensities. Two significant relationships were found. 
First, . the number of jobs held during the post-
transfer period was inversely related to age. The 
youngest age group, those under 45, held an average 
of 3.5 jobs, whereas those over 45 held an average of 
2.7 jobs. This may have reflected greater flexibility 
and desire for job improvement by younger ex-
farmers. Second, the number of jobs held also was in-
versely related to the amount of nonfarm work ex-
perience before leaving farming. For example, 
operator transferees who had worked at nonfarm 
jobs 40 or more months before leaving farming held 
an average of only 2.1 jobs during the period, 
whereas those with less nonfarm work experience 
held an average of 3.2 jobs. Ex-farmers with more 
nonfarm work experience probably had a clearer 
idea of what type of employment they wanted and 
how to find it, making frequent job changes less 
necessary. 
The sample evidence indicated that respondents 
with a high school education or more held more jobs 
than those with less education, but the difference 
was significant at only the 20-percent level. No rela-
tionship was found between the number of jobs held 
and the main reason for leaving farming or the 
amount of formal vocational training taken. 
Sources of Job Information 
Evidently the more formalized sources of job-
market information were not used extensively by 
operator transferees in obtaining nonfarm jobs. 
2 1 
Table 19. Information sources through which operator transferees first 
l earned about Piimary job held after transfer , se l ec ted job 
holding periods 
Job holding pe riod 
Source 
Date of transfer 
to l0 /63 
7. 
Relatives . . . • . . . . . . • . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . • 23 7 .5 
Friend s and o ther acquaintances . . . . . . . 142 46. 2 
Employment agency • . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . • . . . l7 5.S 
Newspape r , radio. and TV . .. .. .. • .. • .. .. 22 7 · 2 
Employer made contact, 
inc l uding promotion .. .. .. .. .. .. .. . .. SO 16 .3 
Cont act a t emp l oyer 's office .. ... ..... SO 16.3 
Ot he r .. .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . 3 1.0 
To t a l jobs . . . . . . • . . . • . . • . . • • . . • . . • . . . . 307 100.0 
aExcludes self - employed jobs and jobs he ld when farming . 
1969 
7. 
s 4. 3 
43 37 .4 
4 3 . 5 
ll 9. 6 
22 l9. l 
30 26. l 
0 0.0 
llS 100 .0 
Only about 13 percent of the jobs held between the 
date of transfer and October 1963 were first learned 
about through an employment agency and 
newspaper, TV, and radio advertising. Employment 
agencies provided information on only 6 percent of 
the jobs (table 19). 
The most frequent source of job information re-
ported was friends and other acquaintances. These 
sources provided information on about 46 percent of 
the jobs. Respondents learned about 16 percent of 
the jobs through contacts by employers. Information 
was obtained on the same proportion by contact at 
an employer's office. Relatives provided information 
on about 8 percent of the jobs. 
The importance of friends, relatives, and other 
acquaintances as sources of job information seems to 
have declined over time as ex-farmers gained ex-
perience in the nonfarm job market. These sources 
provided information on about 42 percent of the non-
farm jobs held in 1969, compared with 54 percent in 
the earlier period. On the other hand, the frequency 
of employer contacts and contacts at employer's of-
fices increased from 33 percent for all jobs in the 
earlier period to 45 percent in 1969. 
The information sources for 1969 jobs held by 
wives differed from that of operator transferees in 
two major respects. Relatives, probably husbands, 
were more frequently, and friends and other ac-
quaintances were less frequently, sources of job in-
formation for wives than for operator transferees. 
The relative frequencies for other sources of job in-
formation, however, were quite similar. 
Unemployment 
Because of less nonfarm work experience and 
job-market information, it might be expected that 
operator transferees would experience more un-
employment than the total nonfarm work force. 
Data obtained in both the 1963 and 1970 surveys, 
however, do not support this expectation. 
Each respondent was asked how many months 
he had been unemployed from the time he left farm-
22 
ing until the date of the 1963 survey, a period 
averaging about 4 years. The mean months of un-
employment was only 0.6, with 85 percent of the 
group reporting no unemployment during the 
period. The computed rate of unemployment, exclud-
ing self-employed persons, was 1.9 percent, 
significantly lower than the comparable figure of 3.2 
percent for the Iowa nonfarm male labor force dur-
ing 1960-63 (10). 
During 1968 and 1969, operator transferees ex-
perienced unemployment rates of 1.3 and 2.1 per-
cent, respectively. Although neither of these figures 
was significantly lower than the comparable rate for 
the nonfarm male labor force in these years (2.4 and 
2.1 percent, respectively), the hypothesis that 
transferees experienced a higher rate of unemploy-
ment evidently can be rejected. 
Most of the unemployment experienced by 
tr an sf erees occurred among those employed as 
craftsmen and foremen, and as operatives. Although 
workers losing jobs were employed in a variety of in-
dustries, most of the unemployment was concen· 
trated in mining and construction and in 
transportation, communication, and public utilities. 
Only about a third of the respondents unemployed 
during 1968 and 1969 collected unemployment in-
surance, suggesting that either they were employed 
in jobs not covered or they didn't bother submitting 
unemployment claims. 
Unemployment among gainfully employed wives 
in 1969 was quite high. Much of it, however, was 
voluntary unemployment. About a third of the wives 
holding nonfarm jobs during 1969 worked only part 
of the year. But 85 percent of those working part of 
the year preferred this arrangement and did not 
consider themselves involuntarily unemployed 
when not working. Less than 5 percent experienced 
involuntary unemployment, and most of the these 
did not lose their jobs, but experienced only tern· 
porary layoffs. 
RESIDENTIAL PATTERNS 
AND MOBILITY 
Residential information was collected in the 
1970 survey only. Thus, the data pertain to operator 
transferees in 1959-61 who continued to hold non· 
farm jobs in Iowa during 1969. This group excluded 
operator transferees who had moved outside the 
state, retired, died, or returned to farming. Of the , 
original statewide sample of 304 operators identified 
as having quit farming to take nonfarm jobs in 
1959-61, 18 percent had moved out of the state, 10 
percent had re-entered farming, 8 percent had died, 
and 6 percent had retired by 1969. Therefore, the 
data on residential patterns and mobility do not 
apply to the 1959-61 population of operator 
transferees, but only to that portion that continued 
to hold nonfarmjobs in Iowa in 1969. 
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Employment adjustments and residential adjust-
ments may be linked together, or they may be in-
dependent. A person may change residence without 
ch~nging jobs ?r may change jobs without changing 
residence. In either case, there is likely to be an ad-
justment. in commuting distance. But frequently, 
changes m employment and changes in residence 
are associated, and the causal relation may run 
ei~her way. A. shift i_n residence may induce a job 
shift, and a Job shift may induce a change in 
residence, particularly if the job shift involves 
employment relocation beyond convenient commut-
ing distance. 
For occupational adjustment by farmers, a close 
association between initial employment adjustment 
and residential adjustment may be hypothesized. 
One reason this might be expected is that attractive 
nonfarm jobs may not be available within commut-
ing distance of the farm residence. Another reason is 
that transferees may not have an opportunity to 
continue living in the house occupied when farming. 
As noted earlier, over three-fifths of the operator 
m transferees in the Iowa sample were tenants. These 
,es. farmers did not own the farm dwelling they oc-
ted. cupied. Few proQably would have had a chance to 
in· live in the same residence after occupational adjust-
~ed ment even if they had preferred to do so. Conse-
ing. quently, it might be expected that most of the ex-
farmers who continued to hold jobs in Iowa in 1969 
c~anged residence at the time they changed occupa-
tions. 
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Data collected in the 1970 survey support this 
expectation. About 87 percent of the group reported 
changing residence during the year in which they 
transferred to nonfarmjobs. As of 1965, only about 5 
percent continued to occupy the residence lived in 
during the last year of farming. By the end of the 
study period (1969), this proportion had dropped to 
about 2 percent. Between the last year of farming 
(1958, 1959, or 1960) and 1969, the mean number of 
residential moves was 2.2. Nearly 36 percent of the 
group made only one move during the period. But 
about 8 percent made 5 or more moves, and one 
respondent made 13 moves. 
The number of residential shifts was associated 
with age, nonfarm employment status during the 
last year of farming, and the number of post-transfer 
job changes. Younger respondents shifted residence 
more frequently than did older respondents. Those 
changing jobs more often made a larger number of 
residential shifts than those changing jobs less 
often. And transferees who were full-time operators 
during the last year of farming changed residence 
more frequently than those who were part-time 
operators. Ea rlier, it was noted that full-time 
operators also changed jobs more frequently after 
transfer. Because most of the changes in residence 
were induced by job changes (discussed in a later 
section), the greater residential mobility of full-time 
operators undoubtedly was related to the greater job 
mobility. The same probably was true also for the 
age-associated differ~nc~s. in residential mobility. 
The data showed no significant association between 
num?er of residential shifts and reasons for leaving 
farmmg, number of dependents, or years lived in the 
community where respondent last farmed. 
Distance Moved 
In considering distance moved, remember that 
the data pertain only to respondents who left farm-
ing during 1959-61 and who continued to hold non-
fa~m_jobs in Iowa in 1969. About 18 percent of the 
ongmal statewide sample of 304 operator 
t~ansferees had moved out of the state by 1969. Ob-
v10usly, these ex-farmers moved greater distances 
than those who remained in Iowa. 
The average distance of the first move (that 
generally associated with occupational adjustment) 
by operator transferees who continued to hold non-
farm jobs in Iowa was 46 miles. The median dis-
~ce, however, was only 15 miles (table 20). Long-
distance moves by relatively few transferees in-
creased the mean relative to the median. Over half 
(56 percent) of the first moves were within the 
county in which the last farm was operated. The ten-
dency of ex-farmers to remain relatively close to the 
place where they last farmed also has been noted in 
other studies of operator occupational adjustment in 
the Midwest (9). Evidently, many people who left 
farming have not had to move long distances to find 
nonfarm jobs. By establishing residence in an area 
already familiar, the adjustment to an urban en-
vironment undoubtedly was made less difficult for 
these people. 
Although the mean distance moved tended to in-
crease with successive moves, this was not true for 
the median distance moved. The mean distance was 
strongly influenced by relatively few long-distance 
moves, and there were more of these in the fourth 
move than in the first move. For most respondents, 
however, there was little difference in distance 
between the first move and later moves. 
It might be expected that operator transferees 
who had children in school, who were raised in the 
community, who were holding a nonfarm job while 
farming, or who were relatively old would move 
shorter distances than those who did not have these 
attributes. The presence of these characteristics sug-
gests closer ties to the community and less mobility . 
For the most part, however, these expectations were 
not supported by the sample evidence. But a signifi-
cant relationship was found between distance of 
first move and age. Respondents under 35 years of 
age moved a median distance of 18 miles, whereas 
those 55 years of age and over moved a median dis-
tance of 9 miles. This relationship also was observed 
in an Illinois study (7). 
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Table 20. Distance moved by farm operator transferees in successive residential shifts 8Jlll 
plOI 
First move Second move 
Miles N % N fo 
0 - 9.9 55 39.3 48 54.8 
10 - 19.9 31 22.2 16 18.2 
20 - 49.9 28 20.0 9 10.3 
50 - 99.9 12 8.5 4 4.5 
100 or more ..... 14 10.0 11 12.4 
Total ........... 140 100.0 88 100.0 
Mean ......•..... 46 55 
Median .......... 15 8 
Population of Residential Location 
About two-thirds of the ex-farmers had obtained 
their first nonfarm employment in locations of 
10,000 or less population. Because of commuting 
costs and inconvenience, it might be expected that 
residential locations would follow a similar pattern. 
The data supported this expectation. Exactly half of 
the respondents in the 1970 survey lived in the open 
country or in towns under 2,500 population after 
their first residential change. About 7 4 percent re-
sided in places of less than 10,000 population. In 
1969, this proportion stood at 77 percent (table 21). 
The residential distribution of ex-farmers was 
significantly different from that of Iowa's male 
employed nonfarm labor force. As shown in table 21, 
over half of Iowa's male nonfarm workers resided in 
Third move Fourth move Total 
N % N % N % 
15 40.6 10 45.6 135 45.2 
7 18.9 2 9.1 56 18.7 
5 13.5 3 13. 7 48 16.0 
1 2.7 2 9.1 21 7.1 
9 24.3 5 22.5 39 13.0 
37 100.0 22 100.0 2 99 100.0 
106 121 60 
15 12 13 
places of 10,000 or more population in 1969. Less 
than a quarter of the operator transferees who con-
tinued to hold nonfarmjobs in the state in 1969 lived 
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in places of this size. Evidently, occupational adjust-
ment by Iowa farmers increased the population of 
Iowa's towns and smaller cities more than that of - ini 
the larger cities and metropolitan areas even chi 
though it reduced population on farms. Other dir 
studies have reported similar findings. For example, 
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a Wisconsin study of ex-farmers found that 7 4 per-
cent of the group sampled were living in places of 
under 10,000 population (3). Nearly 45 percent were 
residing in places of less than 2,500 people. 
Respondents who were single or married, but 
without other dependents, moved more often to 
cities of 10,000 and over than those with dependents. 
This might be explained by the widespread belief 
by 
al 
Table 21 . Population of residential location of operator transferees and of Iowa's male nonfarm 
employed labor force, selected periods 
Population of 
residential 
location 
Open country 
under 2,500 
2,500 - 9,999 
and 
.......... 
.. ... ..... 
10,000 and over ........ 
Total .................. 
a(20) 
Operator transferees 
Residence after 
first move 
N % 
70 50.0 
34 2'4. 3 
36 25.7 
140 100.0 
Residence in 
1969 
N 
71 50.7 
37 26.4 
32 22 .9 
140 100.0 
bDifferences significant at the 5- percent level. 
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Residence of Iowa's 1969 male 
employed nonfarm labor forcea 
N %5 
182.6 
91.4 
292.2 
566.2 
32 . 2 
16.1 
51. 7 
100.0 'rot 
...._ 
a 
In 
bEii 
among farm people that rural communities offer a 
more favorable environment for raising children. 
Residential Moves and Job 
Changes 
For each change in residence, respondents were 
asked whether the move was accompanied by a job 
change and, if so, whether the job change caused the 
residential move or whether the residential move 
caused the job change. The results, classified by 
residential move number, are presented in table 22. 
Most (92 percent) of the transferees indicated 
that the initial residential move was accompanied 
by a change in jobs. Those who stated otherwise 
were respondents who continued to work at the 
same jobs held during the last year of farming. Of 
those making simultaneous residential and job 
changes, nearly 78 percent reported that the initial 
residential move was caused by the change in 
employment (i.e., shifting from full-time or part-
time farming to nonfarm work). About 18 percent 
reported that the residential move caused the job 
change. Evidently, these were respondents 
motivated to move by such things as health, age, liv-
,f ing conditions; educational opportunities for 
children, shopping opportunities, etc.-factors not 
r directly related to the respondent's job. Almost 4 
e . percent indicated that the residential move and the 
job change were interrelated-the causal rela-
tionship running both ways. 
Subsequent residential moves were accompanied 
by job changes less frequently than the initial move. 
Of those making second, third, and fourth residen-
tial moves during the study period, less than half re-
ported simultaneous job changes. Seemingly, many 
of these residential moves were prompted by a desire 
to improve housing conditions and involved dis-
tances that did not require a change in jobs. But the 
proportion of simultaneous residential and job 
changes that was job induced tended to be higher 
for subsequent moves than for the initial move. For 
example, whereas only 4 7 percent of the third 
residential moves involved a simultaneous job 
change, about 94 percent of these moves were re-
ported caused by the job change. The comparable 
figures for the initial residential move were 92 per-
cent and 78 percent. 
POST-TRANSFER INCOME 
Operator transferees generally had less formal 
education and nonfarm work experience when leav-
ing farming than the typical Iowa male nonfarm 
worker. Thus, it might be expected that they would 
earn less income in nonfarm employment than the 
total population of nonfarm workers. Although 
strictly comparable data for the population of male 
nonfarm workers could not be found, the informa-
tion located seems to confirm this expectation. Time 
periods are not quite the same, and the earnings 
data for the population of nonfarm workers include 
some income from capital because wage-salary earn-
ings are combined with self-employment income. 
While labor income estimates were prepared for 
operator transferees, estimates also were made of 
Table 22. Reported correspondence and causal relation between residential moves and job changes 
for operator transferees, by residential move number 
All 
a 
First move Second move Third move Fourth move moves 
N % N % N % N % N % 
Residential move accompanied 
by job change ............... 128 92.1 31 35.6 17 47.2 8 38.1 188 63 .9 
Job change caused residential 
move ........................ 100 78.1 26 83.9 16 94.1 7 87 . 5 152 80 . 9 
Residential move caused job 
15.4 change 23 18.0 4 12.9 1 5.9 1 12.5 29 ...................... 
Interrelated .................. 5 3.9 1 3.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 7 3. 7 
Subtotal ...................... 128 100.0 31 100.0 17 100.0 8 100.0 188 100.0 
Residential move not 
accompanied by job change ... 11 7.9 56 64.4 19 52.8 13 61. 9 106 31. 6 
Total 139b 100.0 87 100.0 36 100.0 21 100.0 294 100 . 0 ......................... 
a 
Includes five and more residential moves . 
b 
Excludes three respondents who did not move and one respondent providing no information. 
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labor earnings plus self-employment income. It is 
the latter estimates that are compared with the 
wage-salary earnings plus self-employment income 
of the population of male nonfarm workers shown in 
table 23. 
During the first year after transfer (viz., 1959, 
1960, or 1961), the ex-farmer group earned a median 
income (wage and salary plus self-employment) of 
$3,560. In 1959, the median earnings (wage and 
salary plus self-employment) of Iowa's male non-
farm labor force was $4,694. The difference of $1,134 
is large and significant, but it probably reflects com-
pensating errors that on balance could have biased 
the figure either upward or downward. Because the 
periods were not quite the same and earnings were 
rising during this time, it is likely that the compara-
ble figure for the population of male nonfarm 
workers was somewhat higher than $4,694. As a re-
sult, the difference probably was biased downward. 
On the other hand, the inclusion of self-employment 
income without adjustment for return on capital 
may have biased the difference upward. As noted 
earlier, the proportion of operator transferees who 
were self-employed was higher than that of the 
population of nonfarm workers. Consequently, re-
turn on capital may have been a larger component 
in the earnings data of ex-farmers, raising the me-
dian value relative to that of the population of male 
nonfarm workers. It seems unlikely, however, that 
elimination of these sources of bias would have re-
duced the difference substantially. Thus, it may be 
tentatively concluded that, during the first year i( 
after transfer, ex-farmers probably had lower labor s 
earnings than the population of male nonfarm a 
workers. r 
As shown in table 23, operator transferees ex- de 
perienced rising incomes from employment during dt 
the study period. Between the first year after 1Jl1 
transfer (1959, 1960, or 1961) and 1969, the median lh 
annual employment income rose from $3,560 to di 
$6,380. Mean annual employment income rose from cc 
$3,750 to $6,890. But this was a period of generally of 
rising money incomes. Did ex-farmers experience as '11 
rapid an increase as did nonfarm workers as a U 
whole? Again, lack of strictly comparable data pre- ei 
vents a definitive answer. Available evidence, al 
however, suggests that the increase for ex-farmers d1 
was more rapid than that for nonfarm male workers ~ 
generally. ti 
Based on U.S. Census information, it was ex-
timated that the median earnings (wage-salary plus 
self-employment income) of Iowa's male nonfarm 
work force increased at an annual rate of 4.9 percent 
between 1959 and 1969 (18, 21). In comparison, the tl 
median earnings (wage-salary income plus self-
employment income) of operator transferees in-
creased at an annual rate of about 6.7 percent from 
1960 to 1969. At the beginning of the period, median 
earnings of ex-farme.rs were about 76 percent as 
much as those of the population of male nonfarm 
Table 23. Earnings (wage and salary income plus self-employment income) of farm operator transferees Ii 
and Iowa's male employed nonfarm labor force, selected periods 8 
Operator transferees 
1st year after transfer 
(1959, 1960, or 
Earnings N % 
Under $2,000 •••••• 31 17.1 
$2,000 - 3,999 •••. 79 43.6 
$4,000 - 5,999 ••.. 56 30.8 
$6,000 - 9,999 .••• 13 7.3 
$10,000 and over .. 2 1. 2 
Total · • · · · • · • • • · · • 181 100.0 
Median earnings··· $3,560 
Mean earnings····· $3,750 
Coefficient of 
variation······· 86.9 
aBased on data from (19). 
bBased on data from (21). 
1961) 1963 
N % 
16 9.0 
64 35.0 
71 39.9 
22 12.4 
5 2.8 
178 100.0 
$4,140 
$4,480 
83.9 
Iowa's male emElO}:'.ed nonfarm labor 
1969 1959a 1969b 
N % N % N % 
5 3.7 87,889 16.4 69,806 12.1 
15 10.9 117, 208 21. 9 49,744 8.6 
39 28.5 178,880 33.6 73,737 12.8 
63 46.0 116,610 21.8 226,864 39.4 
15 10.9 33,932 6.3 155,768 27.1 
137 100.0 534,521 100.0 575,919 100.0 
$6,380 $4,694 $7,579 
$6,890 NA NA 
85.8 NA NA 
cDifference between median value for transferees the first year after transfer and that for Iowa's 
male employed nonfarm labor force in 1959 significant at the 5-percent level. 
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workers, whereas at the end of the period the propor-
tion had risen to about 84 percent. Such an increase 
is not surprising in view of the more limited non-
farm work experience of ex-farmers at the time of 
transfer. It might be expected that this would 
depress the relative earnings of operator transferees 
during the early period of full-time nonfarm work. 
But as ex-farmers gained nonfarm work experience, 
the marginal income effects of which are likely to 
diminish with greater experience, their earnings 
could be expected to increase more rapidly than that 
of the more experienced male nonfarm work force. 
The available evidence seems to be consistent with 
· this expectation. ·Nevertheless, average earnings of 
ex-farmers seemed considerably lower than that of 
all Iowa nonfarm workers even in 1969. This un-
doubtedly reflected the relative infrequency of high-
paying jobs in the occupational structure of operator 
tr an sf erees. 
Earnings Variation 
As can be seen in table 23, there was wide 
variation in the earnings of operator transferees. In 
the first year after transfer, about 17 percent of the 
group earned less than $2,000. But over 8 percent 
had earnings of $6,000 or more, and about 1 percent 
earned $10,000 or more. During the study period, 
the distribution of earnings shifted toward higher 
levels, but there was little change in variability, at 
least as measured by the coefficient of variation. 
This measure had a value of 87 in the first year after 
transfer, 84 in the year ending September 1963, and 
86 in 1969. Because of inflation, the shift toward 
higher earning levels was only partly a ((real shift." 
Whereas the mean money earnings of ex-farmers in-
creased about 84 percent between the first year after 
transfer and 1969, ((real" earnings increased about 
48 percent, based on changes in the Consumer Price 
Index. 
In comparing the earnings distribution of all 
Iowa male nonfarm workers in 1959 with that of ex-
farmers in the first year after transfer (1959, 1960, 
or 1961), two notable differences were evident. The 
relative frequency of transferees in the $2,000 to 
$3 999 earnings class was substantially greater 
than that of the population of male nonfarm 
workers. Also ex-farmers were found less frequently 
in the earnings classes over $6,000 than the popula-
tion of male nonf arm workers. 
To further analyze the earnings variability of ex-
farmers, 1969 adjusted earnings were classified by 
several respondent characteristics. Because a 
relatively high proportion of transferees was self-
employed, the earnings data were adjusted for 
capital return by subtracting 6 percent of the value 
of the respondent~s job-related investment, if any, 
from his net job income. About one-third of the 
respondents in the 1970 survey had some job-related 
investment, ranging from a few hundred dollars to 
over $200,000. Mean adjusted earnings for the 
various cross-classifications are shown in table 24. 
Ex-farmers age 55 and over had significantly 
lower adjusted earnings than those age 45 to 54. 
Also, transferees with less than a high school educa-
tion had significantly lower earnings than those 
with a high school education or more. A relatively 
high proportion of ex-farmers age 55 and over had 
less than a high school education. The lower earn-
ings of older transferees may be attributed partly to 
age independently of education and partly to educa-
tion independently of age. The earnings-age profile 
in many occupations shows earnings at a maximum 
when workers are in their high 50's. The tendency of 
earnings to decline toward the end of the work-life 
period frequently is associated with decreasing 
vigor and adaptability and increasing physical dis-
abilities that commonly occur at older ages. Dif-
ferences in skill level, job flexibility, and other at-
tributes related to schooling may explain education-
associated differences in earnings. 
Because earnings generally tend to be related to 
work experience, it was hypothesized that the earn-
ings of ex-farmers in 1969 would be related to the 
amount of nonfarm work experienced before leaving 
Table 24 . 1969 labor earn ings of fa r m oper a t o r transferees , 
by se l ected characteristics 
Cha racteri s ti c 
Age in year s, 1969 
2 9 - 44 .• ... ...•. . ...... 
45 - 54 . . .... . . . .•. . .... 
SS - 75 . . .....••... . . .•• 
N 
40 
49 
48 
Mean annua l 
labo r earnings 
$6,840 
$7,5 10 
$4 ,920 
Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 137 $6,410 
Years of schoo l 
completed 
0 - 11 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 67 
12 o r mo re . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 0 
$5 , 870 
$6,920 
Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 137 $6 ,410 
Months of nonfa rm 
work before 
transfer 
0 . • . • . . . . . • . • . • . . • . . • . • . 7 0 
1 - 39 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 39 
40 o r more .. . . .. .. .. . . . . 28 
$6,490 
$5 , 890 
$6,930 
Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 137 $6 ,410 
Monthly income at 
first pos t -
trans fer j ob 
so - 299 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • 49 
$300 - 399 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 45 
$400 o r ltl:>re . . . . .. . . .. . . 43 
$5,090 
$6,590 
$7,710 
Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13 7 $6, 410 
Number of post -
transfer jobs held 
1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
'} . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
3 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
4 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Total • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• • • 
35 
29 
34 
39 
137 
S6 , 350 
S6,810 
$6 ,681 
S.5,930 
$6 ,410 
t - value 
1. 02 
4 . 12a 
a 
1 . 99 
0 . 97 
1. 36 
2.35
3 
l . 70 
o. 6 l 
0. 28 
J. • 02 
~ifference between ceans on either side of t - value significant 
at the 5-percent le ve l. 
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farming. But no consistent relationship was found in 
the sample data. The mean adjusted earnings of 
transferees with 1 to 39 months of previous nonfarm 
work experience was not significantly different from 
that of transferees with no nonfarm work ex-
perience, and that of transferees with 40 or more 
months was not significantly different from that of 
transferees with 1 to 39 months. Of course, there 
may have been a significant positive relationship 
between earnings the first year after transfer and 
prior nonfarm work experience. Also, there may 
have been age and education differences that offset 
the effect of work experience. These possibilities, 
however, were not investigated. 
Evidently, 1969 adjusted earnings were as-
sociated with monthly income in the first job held 
after leaving farming. Ex-farmers with earnings of 
$300 to $399 per month in their first job had 
significantly higher 1969 adjusted earnings than 
those with first-job earnings of less than $300 per 
month. Those earning $400 or more per month in 
their first post-transfer job had a higher mean earn-
ings in 1969 than those earning $300 to $399, 
although the difference was significant at only 
about the 10-percent level. No significant rela-
tionship was found between 1969 earnings and the 
number of nonfarmjobs held after leaving farming. 
Expected and Realized Incomes 
In the first (1963) survey, respondents were 
questioned about their income expectations in non-
farm employment at the time (1959, 1960, or 1961) 
they left farming. Because the information was ob-
tained 2 to 4 years after making the shift, the 
answers may have been influenced by their early in-
come experience in nonfarm employment. Neverthe-
less, a comparison of these expectations and actual 
incomes in 1969 probably provides a rough indica-
tion of expectational errors among transferees who 
remained in nonfarm employment in Iowa; 10 per-
cent of the original sample of transferees, however, 
had re-entered farming by 1970. Expectational er-
rors for this group likely were larger than for those 
remaining in nonfarm employment. 
In table 25, the actual changes in net family in-
come from last year of farming to 1969 have been 
classified by expected changes in net family income 
in nonfarm work for those respondents furnishing 
information in both surveys.6 Of the 14 percent ex-
pecting lower income in nonfarm employment, 
about 57 percent reported higher income, 36 percent 
reported the same income, and 7 percent reported 
lower income. Of the 55 percent expecting higher in-
come in nonfarm employment, 86 percent reported 
higher income, 9 percent reported lower income, and 
5 percent reported the same income. For respon-
dents expecting $0 to $2,999 higher income in non-
farm work, 40 percent reported incomes in this 
range, and 45 percent reported incomes of $3,000 
higher or more. For respondents expecting an in-
crease of $3,000 or more in nonfarm employment, 68 
percent reported 1969 income in this range, and 21 
percent reported income in the $0 to $2,999 higher 
range. 
These data suggest that, for transferees who con-
" The question generating these data did not specify whether in-
come was to be viewed in money terms or real terms. Pl easant 
money income surpri ses could have occurred more frequently 
because respondents underestimated the impact of inflation. 
Although the rate of infl ation was higher during the 1960's than 
during the 1950's. the rate during the 1960's was lower than that. 
during t he early l 970's. 
Table 25. Reported change in net family income between last year farming (1958, 1959 or 1960) and 
1969, by expected change in net famil y income in nonfarm work 
Reported change 
Expected change in net family income 
in net family Lower No difference ~o - 2,999 UE ~3,000 - UE Total 
income N % N /, N % N % N % 
Lower ..................... 1 7.1 1 3. 1 2 5.3 1 5.3 5 4.9 
No difference ............. 5 35.7 12 37.5 4 10.5 1 5.3 22 21.4 
$0 - $2,999 
higher .................. 4 28.6 11 34.4 15 39.5 4 21. 1 34 33. 0 
$3,000 and 
over .................... 4 28.6 8 25.0 17 44.7 13 68.4 42 40.8 
Total .. ............. ...... 14 100.0 32 100.0 38 100.0 19 100.0 103a 100.0 
aThirty-five respondents provided no information in the 1963 survey on expected income changes, 
and 5 respondents provided no information in the 1970 survey on actual income changes. 
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tinued to work at nonfarm jobs in Iowa during the 
study period, pleasant income surprises occurred 
more frequently than unpleasant surprises. This 
seemed to be particularly true for transferees 
expecting lower incomes in nonfarm employment, 
although the number of observations is small. About 
93 percent of those expecting lower incomes were 
pleasantly surprised with the same or higher in-
comes. Only 14 percent of those expecting higher in-
comes were unpleasantly surprised with the same or 
lower incomes. 
SELECTED EFFECTS OF 
OCCUPATIONAL 
ADJUSTMENT AS VIEWED 
BY RESPONDENTS 
The shift in employment and the accompanying 
change in residence could have a variety of conse-
quences for the families involved. For example, 
family income might change, and this, in turn, could 
induce changes in the level of living and savings. 
l · There also might be changes in the amount of 
I leisure time, in recreational patterns, in political in-
terests and involvement, and in participation in 
social organizations and activities. Because of 
restrictions on the length of the questionnaire, only 
a small proportion of the possible effects could be in-
I· 
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vestigated. 
Some difficult problems are encountered in try-
ing to identify and measure the effects of occupa-
tional adjustment. By comparing the pretransfer 
situation and the post-transfer situations, the 
changes experienced by respondents and their 
families might be determined. But unless informa-
tion can be collected at the time each situation is ex-
perienced, there is likely to be a problem of recall 
and possible memory bias. Obtaining accurate data 
on the changes experienced is not the most difficult 
problem, however. Between the pretransfer period 
and the post-transfer period, developments other 
than the shift in employment may have influenced 
the changes experienced by respondents and their 
families. Consequently, there is a problem of de-
termining how much, if any, of a particular change 
can be attributed to occupational adjustment and 
how much to other developments. The standard 
statistical techniques for dealing with this type of 
problem (viz., experimental design and regression 
analysis) were not feasible to use in our study. A 
cruder method had to be adopted. 
Questions were designed on the basis of two re-
lated approaches. In one approach, respondents were 
asked to project what they thought their situation 
would have been (e.g., with respect to family income) 
if they had remained in farming, to compare this 
situation with their nonfarm situation in the same 
period, and to estimate the differences, if any. The 
estimated differences were assumed to provide a 
rough indication of the effects of occupational ad-
justment as judged by respondents. In the other ap-
proach, respondents were asked to estimate the 
direction and amount of change experienced (e.g., in 
family income) between the last period (usually 3 
years to reduce year-to-year variability) in farming 
and a comparable period in nonfarm employment. 
Then, each respondent was asked to estimate the 
amount of the change, if any, attributed to or result-
ing from the shift in employment. 
In both approaches, the quality of the resulting 
data depends on the analytical capacity and factual 
knowledge of respondents. Undoubtedly, the data 
generated by these approaches provide a rough 
measure of what respondents believed were the con-
sequences of occupational adjustment. But there 
could be, and likely were, differences between what 
respondents perceived to be true and what was true. 
Although it is not unreasonable to expect some cor-
relation between the two, the degree of correspon-
dence is unknown. Thus, the findings of effects may 
not meet the test of interpersonal reliability. They 
may, nevertheless, be useful in explaining respon-
dent behavior. For this purpose, it is generally more 
important to know what people believe is true than 
to know what actually is true when there is not 
perfect correspondence. 
In investigating financial effects, use was made 
of both approaches. For other effects, a modification 
of one or the other was used. During the field 
enumeration, several interviewers misinterpreted 
some of the questions on effects. As a result, the in-
formation from these questionnaires could not be 
used. Although there was no reason to believe that 
this biased the residual sample of usable question-
naires, it did reduce the number of observations sub-
stantially. 
Financial Effects 
Because most ex-farmers reported that they de-
cided to quit farming for income-related reasons, the 
data on financial effects will be considered first. 
These data cover family income, level of living, sav-
ings, and net worth. 
Family income 
When asked to estimate 1969 family income if 
still farming and to compare this with 1969 family 
income in nonfarm employment, nearly 67 percent 
of the respondents in the residual sample indicated 
that family income in farming would have been 
lower than in nonfarm employment. About 23 per-
cent stated that there would have been no apprecia-
ble difference. And 10 percent said that family in-
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come in farming would have been higher than in 
nonfarm employment (table 26).7 
The median difference was slightly over $1,000 
in favor of nonfarm employment, although there 
was much variation among respondents. For the 10 
percent who reported that family income would 
have been higher in farming, the median difference 
was just over $2,000 with more than a quarter of 
this group reporting differences of more than $3,000. 
For the 67 percent who reported that family income 
would have been lower in farming, the median dif-
ference also was close to $2,000, with nearly two-
fifths of this group indicating a difference of $3,000 
or more in favor of nonfarm employment. 
The results of applying the other approach to 
family income are shown in table 27. When asked to 
estimate the change in family income between the 
last 3 years in farming and last 3 years in nonfarm 
employment, 75 percent of the respondents reported 
that family income was higher in nonfarm employ-
ment, 21 percent indicated that there was no dif-
ferenc6, and almost 5 percent reported lower family 
incomes in nonfarm employment. But very few at-
tributed all the change in family income to occupa-
tional adjustment. For those reporting higher in-
comes in nonfarm employment, the proportion of the 
increase attributed to the shift in employment 
7 A bias could have entered the answers given by some respon-
dents because of the possibility that they did not want to admit a 
mistaken decision and therefore raised their estimate of income 
in nonfarm employment. The likelihood of significant bias from 
this source, however, seems small because respondents had no 
special reason to protect their image with the enumerators 
whom they did not know. 
averaged about 58 percent. For those reporting 
lower incomes in nonfarm employment, the propor-
tion averaged about 76 percent. 
On the basis of this information, it seems 
reasonable to conclude that most respondents 
believed family income increased substantially as a 
result of occupational adjustment. A small propor-
tion evidently thought that family income was unaf-
fected. And relatively few believed that family in-
come was reduced. These may have been respon-
dents motivated to leave farming for other reasons 
than income or who overestimated their earning op-
portunities in nonfarm employment when making 
the decision to transfer. 
Level of living 
The data generated by asking respondents to 
project family level of living in 1969 if still farming 
and to compare this with 1969 level of living in non-
farm employment indicate that 55 percent believed 
that family level of living would have been lower in 
farming and that 40 percent thought that it would 
have been about the same. Nearly 5 percent belteved 
that it would have been higher in farming (tablb 26). 
For the 55 percent who reported a lower level of 
living if still farming, the median reduction was 
about 18 percent. Slightly more than 8 percent re-
ported reductions of 30 percent or more. For the 5 
percent reporting a higher level of living if still 
farming, the median increase was 22 percent. Only 1 
percent reported an increase of 30 percent or more. 
The results of applying the other approach to the 
level of living are shown in table 27. When asked to 
indicate the change in level of living between the 
last 3 years in farming and the last 3 years in non-
Table 26. Reported difference between projected 1969 family income and level of living 
if still farming and actual 1969 family income and level of living in nonfarm 
employment 
30 
Difference in family income 
Projected in farming 
minus actual in non-
farm employment N 
+$3,000 and over.......... 3 
+$2,000 to +$2,999 •....•.. 3 
+$1,000 to +$1,999 ••..•.•. 4 
+$1 to +$999 • . . . • • • • . . . • • . 1 
0 • • • . • . • • • • • • • . . . • . . . . • . . • 26 
-$1 to -$999 . . . .. . . . • . . . . . 17 
-$1,000 to -$1,999 .. .... .. 21 
-$2,000 to -$2,999 ...•...• 8 
-$3,000 and over ••• •••.•.• 29 
Total • • . . . • • • • • • • . • . • • • . • • 112 
% 
2.7 
2.7 
3.6 
0.9 
23.2 
15.2 
18.7 
7.1 
25.9 
100.0 
Difference in level of living 
Projected in farming minus 
actual in nonfarm employ-
ment as a percent of that in 
nonfarm employment N 
+30% to +59% ...... ....•••. 1 
+1% to +29% . . • . • . . . . . . . . . • 4 
0 . . . . . . . • . . . . . . • . . . . • . . • . . 42 
-1 '7, to -29'7, . . . . . • . . .. . . . . • 49 
-30'7, to -59'7, . • .. . . . . . . • • . • 6 
-60% to -89'7, • • • • . • . • • • • • • • 3 
% 
1.0 
3.8 
40.0 
46.7 
5.7 
2.8 
Tota 1 . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . • • 105 100.0 
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rable 27. Change in family income and level of living between last 3 years in farming and last 3 years in 
nonfarrn employment ending with 1969 and percent of change attributed to occupational adjustment 
I' 
f. 
n· 
n· 
. lS 
p-
ig 
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ng 
m· 
Change 
Dollar changeain 
family income N 
-$3,000 and over 2 
-$2,000 to-2,999 1 
-$1,000 to-1,999 2 
-$1 to -999 ...... 0 
0 ................ 22 
+$1 to +999 ...... 4 
+$1,000 to +1, 999 21 
+$2,000 to +2,999 12 
+$3,000 and over 43 
Total .......... 107 
in family income 
Percent attributed to 
% occupational adjustment 
1. 9 76 
0.9 100 
1. 9 65 
o.o 
20.6 
3.7 36 
19.6 55 
11. 2 50 
40.2 63 
100.0 
Change in level of living 
Percent change !n Percent attributed to 
level of living N % occupational adjustment 
-1 to -29 ....... 1 0.9 100 
0 ............... 39 36.8 
+l to +29 ....... 46 43.4 63 
+30 to +59 . ..... 13 12.3 53 
+60 to +89 . ..... 2 1. 9 52 
+90 and over . ... 5 4.7 49 
Total . ......... 106 100.0 
red 1liositive value implies a higher level in nonfarrn employment. 
lil 
.tld 
1ed farm employment, about 62 percent of the group re-
:61 ported an increase in nonfarm employment. Nearly 
I of • 37 percent reported no change, and about 1 percent 
Mas reported a decrease in nonf arm employment. Among 
re- those reporting an increase in nonfarm employment, 
.e 5 . the median increase was 25 percent. The average 
;till proportion of increase attributed to occupational ad-
lyl justment was about 60 percent. 
e. Evidently, most respondents believed that oc-
the cupational adjustment resulted in an increase in 
d to family level of living. But the frequency of this oc-
the currence seems to have been somewhat less than 
10n· with family income. Perhaps variation in the cost of 
living between farm and urban areas explains some 
of the difference in the relative frequency of income 
improvement and level of living improvement. 
Respondents also were questioned about changes 
in three of the more important components of the 
level of living-housing, medical care, and personal 
transportation. With respect to housing, about 55 
percent of the group indicated that their housing 
was better in nonf arm employment than in farming 
(table 28). Of those reporting a better housing situa-
tion, 73 percent said that some of the improvement 
in housing was the result of occupational adjust-
ment. Nearly 27 percent stated that their housing 
improvement was the result of other factors. Only 
about 6 percent reported poorer housing in nonfarm 
employment than in farming. In most of these cases, 
the decline in housing was not attributed to occupa-
tional adjustment. About 39 percent of the 
transferees reported no difference in housing 
between farming and nonfarm employment. 
Occupational adjustment might induce an im-
provement in medical care by increasing income and 
therefore the capacity to purchase medical services 
or by bringing respondent families into closer prox-
imity to better medical facilities. Almost a third of 
the respondents reported better medical care in non-
farm employment than in farming, and 91 percent of 
this group said that some of the improvement was 
the result of occupational adjustment. But most (64 
percent) respondents reported no change in medical 
care. Nearly 5 percent indicated that medical care 
was better when farming than when employed at a 
nonfarm job. But in most of these instances, the 
decline in medical care was not attributed to occupa-
tional adjustment. 
More than two-thirds of the transferees reported 
no change. in personal transportation between the 
last 3 years in farming and the last 3 years in non-
farm employment. But about 30 percent reported 
better transportation in nonfarm employment. And 
nearly two-thirds of those reporting an improve-
ment in personal transportation indicated that some 
of the improvement was attributed to occupational 
adjustment. Only 2 percent reported that their 
personal transportation was poorer when employed 
Tab l e 28 . Change in se l ected components of level of living from l ast 3 years 
i n fanning to l ast 3 years in nonfarm emp l oyment e nding in 1969 
a n d attri bu t i on to occu pational adjustment 
Personal 
Change and Hous i ng Med ica l Car e Tr anseor tation 
a tt r i bution N 7. N % N % 
Bet t er 
Some attribu ted to 
28 . 9 20. 9 occupationa l adjustment ... 52 40 . l 39 28 
None attribu ted to 
3 .o 12 9 .0 occu pational adjus t men t ········ 19 14 . 6 
Poo r e r 
Some attributed to 
occu pational adju stment ········ l.5 l.5 2 . 2 
None a t tribu ted to 
0 0.0 occupationa l adjustment .. ... ... 6 4.6 4 3.0 
No difference ···················· 5 1 39 . 2 86 63 . 6 91 67. 9 
Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 130 100 . 0 135 100 . 0 134 100.0 
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in nonfarm work. All these respondents attributed 
some of the decline to occupational adjustment. 
Savings and net worth 
Changes in income resulting from occupational 
adjustment might be expected to induce changes in 
savings and net worth as well as changes in level of 
living. When respondents were asked to project the 
level of family saving if still farming and to compare 
this with 1969 savings in nonfarm employment, 52 
percent reported that savings would have been 
lower in farming. About 34 percent said that there 
would have been no appreciable difference, and 14 
percent stated that savings would have been higher 
in farming (table 29). 
Of the 52 percent reporting lower savings in 
farming, the median reduction was about 23 per-
cent. Slightly more than 18 percent of this group re-
ported differences in savings of 60 percent or more. 
Of the 14 percent reporting higher savings in farm-
ing, the median difference was 22 percent; about 14 
percent of this group reported differences of 60 per-
cent or more. 
When questioned about changes in family sav-
ings between the last 3 years of farming and the last 
3 years of nonfarm employment, 45 percent of the 
respondents indicated that the level of savings had 
increased (table 30). About 39 percent stated that 
there had been no appreciable change, whereas 16 
percent said savings had declined. For those report-
Table 29. Reported differences between projected 1969 family savings and net worth if still 
farming and actual 1969 family savings and net worth in nonfarm employment 
Projected savings in farming minus 
actual savings in nonfarm employment 
expressed as a per~ent of savings in 
nonfarm employment N 
+90 and over .................... . 
+60 to +89 ......................• 
+30 to +59 ....................••. 
+l to +29 ..•........•............ 
0 .............................. .. 
-1 to -29 ....................... . 
-30 to -59 ...........•........... 
-60 to -89 ...................... . 
-90 and over .................... . 
Total ........................... . 
1 
1 
2 
10 
33 
33 
9 
3 
6 
98 
1.0 
1.0 
2.0 
10.3 
33.7 
33.7 
9.2 
3.0 
6.1 
100.0 
Projected net worth in farming minus 
actual net worth in nonfarm employment 
expressed as a percent of net worth in 
a 
nonfarm employment N % 
+90 and over ......................• 
+60 to +89 .....................•... 
+30 to +59 . : ............•......•..• 
+l to +29 ......................... . 
0 ••••.•..••••••.•..•.•.••.....••••• 
-1 to -29 •...................•...•. 
-30 to -59 .......•...•............. 
-60 to -89 .............•........... 
-90 and over ...............•....... 
Total ...................•.......... 
2 
2 
5 
12 
23 
33 
12 
2 
2 
93 
2.2 
2.2 
5.4 
12.9 
24.6 
35.4 
12.9 
2.2 
2.2 
100.0 
a 
Negative value implies a higher level in nonfarm employment. 
Table 30. Change in family savings and net worth from last 3 years in farming to last 3 years in nonfarm 
employment ending with 1969 and percent of change respondents attributed to occupational adjustment 
Family Savings Family Net Worth 
Percent attributed to Percent attributed to 
Percent change N lo occupational adjustment Percent change N % occupational adjustment 
-90 and over ... 1 1.0 2 -90 and over ... 0 
-60 to -89 ..... 2 1. 9 100 - 0 t o -89 2 2.0 52 
-30 -59 
..... 
to ..... 4 3.8 42 -30 to -59 6 6.1 85 . .... 
-1 to -29 ...... 10 9.6 66 -1 t o - 29 4 4.0 
0 
. ..... 100 .............. 40 38.5 0 36 36.4 . ............. 
+l to +29 ...... 28 26.9 67 +l to +29 28 28 . 3 ...... 50 
+30 to +59 ..... 6 5.8 60 +30 to +59 11 11.1 . .... 68 
+60 to +89 ..... 3 2.9 84 +60 to +89 3 3.0 ..... 72 
+90 and over ... 10 9.6 58 +90 and 9 9. 1 over ... 41 
Total .......... 104 100.0 Total 99 100.0 .......... 
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i ing an increase in savings, the median increase was 
ie about 26 per~ent. The average proportion of savings 
increase attributed to occupational adjustment was 
ir~ 65 percent. For those reporting a decrease in sav-
nd ings, the median decrease was 26 percent. The 
; l average proportion of savings decrease attributed to 
occupational adjustment was 60 percent. 
Family net worth reflects the accumulated ef-
fects of past family savings. When asked to project 
net worth if still farming and to compare this with 
1969 net worth in nonfarm employment (table 29), 
about 52 percent of the transferees in the residual 
sample reported that family net worth would have 
lO 
s 1 been lower in farming. About 25 percent stated that 
there would have been no difference, and nearly 23 
percent said that family net worth would have been 
higher in farming. Of the 52 percent reporting lower 
net worth in farming, the median reduction was 23 
percent; about a third of this group reported 
decreases of 30 percent or more. Of the nearly 23 
percent reporting higher net worth in farming, the 
median increase was about 27 percent, with about 
43 percent reporting increases of 30 percent or more. 
No change in net worth between the last 3 years 
in farming and the last 3 years in nonfarm employ-
ment was reported by 36 percent of the respondents 
(table 30). About 52 percent reported increases, and 
2 . 12 percent reported decreases. Of the 52 percent re-
5 porting higher net worth in nonfarm employment, 
12 the median increase was about 28 percent. The 
24 average proportion of increase attributed to occupa-
35 tional adjustment was about 54 percent. On the 
12 other hand, of the 12 percent reporting lower net 
2 worth in nonfarm employment, the median decrease 
2 was about 39 percent. The average proportion of 
decrease attributed to occupational adjustment was 
about 84 percent. 
100 
tmen 
1ted · 
tjust 
Although most transferees evidently believed 
that savings and net worth were increased by shift-
ing from farming to nonfarm employment, the 
relative frequency of reported increases for savings 
and net worth seems to have been somewhat less 
than for income and level of living. These differences 
may be related to changes in propensities to con-
sume and to save associated with the transfer pro-
cess. During the study period, many farmers were 
under strong pressure to achieve cost economies by 
increasing the size of their business and by using 
many more new improved inputs purchased from 
the nonfarm economy. Thus, there was intense com-
petition between the use of family income for invest-
ment in the farm business and for consumption in 
the farm household. As a result, propensities to save 
probably were higher and propensities to consume 
probably were lower among farm families than 
among nonfarm families. After transfer to nonfarm 
employment, the pressure to save diminished, and 
location in an urban environment may have in-
creased the opportunities and the pressure to con-
sume. It. i~ likely that the savings and consumption 
propensities of ex-farm families became more like 
those of other urban families. And changes in in-
come may have been reflected more in the level of 
living and less in savings. 
lnterrespondent variation in family 
income changes 
As shown in table 27, there was substantial in-
terrespondent variation in the income changes ex-
perienced between the last 3 years in farming and 
the last 3 years in nonfarm employment. To examine 
this variation, the reported changes in family in-
come were classified by several respondent charac-
teristics. These include age, years of schooling, 
number of jobs held since leaving farming, number 
of residential moves, most important reason for leav-
ing farming, prior nonfarm work experience, and 
total value of land input the last year of farming. 
Classifications involving significant differences are 
summarized in table 31. 
Respondents in the 29 to 44 age group and in the 
45 to 54 age group experienced the same median in-
crease in net family income. But those 55 years and 
older experienced a significantly smaller increase. 
This difference may have been associated with the 
lower educational level of older respondents, a reluc-
tance on the part of employers to hire and (or) train 
older workers, or perhaps fewer wage earners in the 
families of older respondents. Ex-farmers with less 
than a high school education had a median increase 
in net family income that was only about half as 
large as that of respondents with 12 years or more of 
schooling-$1,400 as against $2,857. 
Significant differences in median increase in net 
family income were associated with the number of 
nonfarmjobs held after leaving farming. A direct re-
lationship was observed between the size of the me-
dian increase in income and number of jobs held 
through three jobs. Respondents who held four or 
more jobs during the study period, however, had a 
median increase that was significantly lower than 
those with three jobs. Evidently, within limits, job 
changes were accompanied by higher incomes. This 
suggests that job changes were often prompted by an 
opportunity to increase earnings. But after a point, 
frequent job changes may indicate an inability to 
hold a steady job and more unemployment. 
The median value of reported changes in net 
family income was more than twice as high for 
respondents with two residential moves as for those 
with one or no residential moves during the study 
period. The median value for those making three or 
more residential moves, however, was significantly 
smaller than that of respondents making two moves. 
This was similar to the pattern for the number of 
nonfarm jobs. Such a similarity might be expected 
because of the close association between residential 
moves and job shifts noted earlier. 
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No significant differences in family income 
changes were observed for total value of land 
operated last year of farming, most important 
reason for leaving farming, and prior nonfarm work 
experience. 
lnterrespondent variation in family 
income change attributed to 
occupational adjustment 
The median increase in family income between 
the last 3 years in farming and the last 3 years in 
nonfarm employment was nearly double the median 
difference between the projected family income if 
still farming and family income in nonfarm employ-
ment. This suggests that the median increase 
respondents attributed to occupational adjustment 
was about half as large as the actual increase ex-
perienced. There was much interrespondent varia-
tion, however, in the income change attributed to 
the shift in occupations, To examine this variation, 
the differences between 1969 family income in non-
farm employment and 1969 projected family income 
if still farming were classified by several respondent 
characteristics. Characteristics with significant dif-
ferences are presented in table 32. 
Ex-farmers between the ages of 45 and 54 at-
tributed a significantly greater increase in family 
income to occupational adjustment than did those 
who were younger or older. The younger and middle-
age groups experienced nearly the same median in-
crease in family income between farming and non-
farm employment, but the middle-age group 
evidently attributed more of the difference to the 
change in occupation. The younger group projected a 
greater median increase if still farming and at-
tributed more of the difference between family in-
come if still farming and family income in nonfarm 
employment to other factors. As noted earlier, the 
older group tended to earn less income in nonfarm 
Table 31. Change in net family income from last three years in farming to last 
three years in nonfarm employment, by selected respondent characteristics 
34 
Characteristic 
Age in years, 1969 
29 - 44 
4S - S4 ..•............•...•.. 
SS - 7S 
Total 
Years of school 
completed 
0 - 11 ...................... . 
12 or more ........•....•.... , 
N 
21 
36 
43 
108 
so 
S8 
Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 108 
Number of post-trans-
fer jobs held 
1 ...•......•..............•.. 
2 ........................... . 
3 ..........•.....•........•.. 
4 or more ........••. , .•....•. 
28 
23 
2S 
32 
Total ....•.•................ , . , 108 
Number of post-trans-
fer residential moves 
0 - 1 ......•......•.......•.. 
2 ........................... . 
3 or more •. , ......•.......... 
43 
39 
26 
Total • . • . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . • . • . . . . 108 
Median change in 
net family income 
$3,100 
3,100 
87S 
2,080 
1,400 
2,8S7 
2,080 
1,400 
2,12S 
3,100 
2,SOO 
1,420 
3,07S 
2,SOO 
2,080 
a 
Difference between median values significant at the 1-percent level. 
t - value 
0.0 
18.9a 
8.9a 
ia employment, perhaps because of less education and 
in. poorer health, and a smaller proportion of this group 
llE left farming for income reasons. 
!Ill d h w. Respon ents wit 12 years or more of schooling 
attributed a much higher median increase in family 
income to leaving farming than did those with less 
a1. schooling. The median difference between 1969 
QIJ family income in nonfarm employment and 1969 
~ projected family income if still farming was $1,500 u~ for the former group, but only $625 for the latter 
in· group. Perhaps the income advantage associated 
on- with more education was greater in nonfarm 
lUf employment than in farming so that the income ef-
thi feet of occupational adjustment was directly related 
~1 to the level of education. 
a!· Evidently, there was an inverse relationship 
In· between the size of the family-income effect at-
3.nt tributed to occupational adjustment and the number 
thf of years respondents farmed. As noted previously, 
arm number of years farmed was correlated with age, but 
it was more closely associated with the income ef-
fects attributed to leaving farming than was age. 
This suggests that respondents who had been farm-
ing fewer years stood to gain more in income by shif-
ting occupations than did those who had greater 
farming experience. 
Respondents who gave income-related reasons as 
being most important in their decision to leave 
farming attributed a significantly larger median in-
crease in family income to occupational adjustment 
than did those who gave reasons not related to in-
come. Those who gave income-related reasons 
probably anticipated larger income gains from oc-
cupational adjustment, and these expectations seem 
to have been largely realized. 
No relationship was found between the change 
in family income attributed to leaving farming and 
respondents' gross value of farm product sales the 
last year of farming, the pretransfer farm work ex-
perience, or the number of residential shifts made. 
Table 32. Difference betwe~n 1969 net family income in nonfarm employment and 1969 projected net 
family income if still farming, by selected respondent characteristics 
Characteristic 
Age in years, 1969 
29 - 44 ..........•.•....... 
45 - 54 .............•...... 
55 - 75 . ................•.. 
N 
32 
42 
38 
Total . . . . . . . . • . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . 112 
Years of school 
completed 
0 - 11 ..•.........•........ 
12 or more ....•.•.......... 
49 
63 
Total . . . . . . • • • .. • . . . . . . • . . . . . 112 
Number of years 
farming 
0 - 9 .••.•.•............... 
10 - 19 .•....•............. 
20 or more ..•.............. 
48 
43 
20 
Total . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . 111 
Most important. reason 
for leaving farming 
Income related .........•..• 
Not income related •......•. 
62 
50 
Total . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 112 
Median difference 
(1969 net family income in nonfarm 
employment minus 1969 projected 
net family income if still farming) 
$ 670 
1,500 
250 
1,070 
625 
1,500 
1,070 
1,330 
1,125 
0 
1,070 
1,250 
700 
1,070 
aDifference significant at the 1-percent level. 
t - value 
8.0oa 
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Changes in Social and 
Organizational Participation 
Was the transfer to nonfarm employment accom-
panied by a change in social and organizational 
participation by ex-farmers and their wives? By dis-
rupting many of the social and organizational ties 
established while farming, migration to another 
community might reduce the level of participation, 
at least for a time. On the other hand, such factors in 
the nonfarm environment as more stable working 
hours, more contacts with other workers, and closer 
proximity to neighbors and urban-centered or-
ganizations might encourage greater participation 
when in nonfarm employment. Findings from other 
studies suggest that conflicting tendencies may be 
present (6, 24). 
In the 1970 survey, ex-farmers were asked the 
following question: "Would you say you and your 
wife are more active, less active, or about equally ac-
tive in social groups and organizations now than you 
would be if you were still farming in the same com-
munity?" About 11 percent said they were more ac- ~e 
tive, 28 percent said they were less active, and 61 the 
percent reported that they were equally active. cen 
Reasons reported by those who were more active emJ 
were, in order of relative frequency: more free time, 
closer to facilities, more contact with people, more org 
business contacts, higher income, and children older 85 
and away in school (table 33). About 67 percent of bki 
this group also reported that the most important )he 
reason was related to the shift in employment only. by 
Twenty percent stated the reason was associated pat 
with the change in residence only, and about 13 per-
cent indicated that neither was involved. 
con 
Respondents who stated they were less active Nu 
often gave reasons the reverse of those reported by 
respondents who were more active. In order of hel 
decreasing frequency, these included less free time, 
older and poorer heal th, less friendly neighbors, less in I 
contact with people, and further from facilities. Over in~ 
half of this group reported that the most important inc 
reason was related only to the shift in employment. ~1 
About 22 percent associated the reason only with thi 
of 
far 
Table 33. Most important reason given by ex-farmers who reported they were more active or less active 
in social groups and organizations in 1969 than they would have been if still farming and 
relation of reason to shifts in employment and residence 
-191 
de< 
All 
dit 
More active in 1969 
Most important reason N 
More free time . • . . . . . • . . . . . . . • . . . 6 
Closer to facilities .....•... .... 3 
More contact with people ... ...... 2 
Children older and away 
in school . . • . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
More business contacts 
on the job • . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . • 2 
Higher income . • . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • 15 
Reason related to: # 
Shift from farming to 
nonfarm job only . . . . . • . . . . . . • . . 10 
Shift in residence only.......... 3 
Both . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . 0 
Neither . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • • . • . . . . . 2 
Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15 
36 
% 
40.0 
20.0 
13.3 
6.7 
13.3 
6.7 
100.0 
66.7 
20.0 
0.0 
13 .3 
100.0 
Less active in 1969 
Most important reason N 
Less free time . . . . . . • . . . • • . . . . . • 17 
Older and poorer health......... 7 
Less friendly with 
neighbors • . • . . . . . . • . . • . • . . . . . . 6 
Further from facilities . .....•.. 2 
Less contact with people........ 3 
Children older and away 
in school . . • . . . • . . . . • . . . . . . . . • 1 
Have not lived here long .... .... 1 
Total . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 37 
Reason rel(;)ted to: # 
Shift from farming to 
nonfarm job only . . . . . . . • . . • . . . 20 
Shift in residence only......... 8 
Both • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
Neither • . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • 8 
Total . • . . • . . . • . . . . . . . . . • . . • . . . • . 37 
% 
46.0 
18.9 
16.2 
5.4 
8.1 
2.7 
2.7 
100.0 
% 
54.1 
21. 6 
2.7 
21. 6 
100.0 
dei 
far 
ad 
he~ 
~ che shift in residence, whereas 22 percent said that 
the reason was related to neither, and about 3 per-
cent stated that it was related to both the change in 
ve employment and the change in residence. 
1~ Because the proportion reporting less social and 
re organizational activity was more than twice as large er 
as the proportion reporting more activity, it seems 
of likely that, on balance, occupational adjustment and 
n! the associated change in residence was accompanied 
ly. by some reduction in social and organizational 
ed participation. Additional evidence pointing to this 
~r· conclusion is presented in the following sections. 
~; Number of organizational memberships 
of held 
ne, Information was collected on memberships held 
~ss in formal organizations during the last year of farm-
ier ing (1958, 1959, or 1960), 1963, and 1969. These data 
ml indicate a significant decline in the number of mem-
:nt berships held by both husbands and wives between 
ith the last year of farming and 1963. The mean number 
berships in some instances. The decrease in wife 
memberships between 1963 and 1969 probably was 
linked largely to factors other than respondent oc-
cupational adjustment. But a part may have been 
related to increased employment outside the home, 
which, in turn, was encouraged by the husband's 
shift to nonfarm work. 
Mix of organizational memberships 
.ve 
of memberships dropped from 2.7 to 2.2 for ex-
farmers and from 2.2 to 1.7 for their wives. Between 
1963 and 1969, there was a further significant 
decline in the mean memberships held by wives. 
The overall decline in organizational mem-
berships was accompanied by significant changes in 
the mix. Evidently, occupational adjustment af-
fected memberships in some organizations more 
than in others. During the last year of farming, the 
mean number of memberships held by husbands and 
wives was highest for church organizations (1.11), 
followed by farm organizations (0.56) and school or-
ganizations (0.35). By 1963 (2 to 4 years out of farm-
ing), mean memberships had dropped to 0.19 in farm 
organizations, 0.98 in church organizations, and 0.24 
in school organizations. Farm organization mem-
berships declined to only 10 percent of total mem-
berships, whereas church memberships increased to 
50 percent of all memberships. Also, there was a 
significant decline in mean memberships in social 
organizations. The only significant increase in mem-
berships was in job-related organizations, mainly 
labor unions (table 34). 
7 
'7 
,0 
-
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Although the sample evidence indicated a slight ad-
' ditional drop by respondents, the difference was not 
significant at an acceptable level of probability. 
It seems likely that a substantial part of the 
decline in memberships between the last year of 
farming and 1963 can be attributed to occupational 
adjustment, even though increasing age, poor 
health, and other factors may have reduced mem-
Because the data on changes in organizational 
memberships reflect a confounding of the effects of 
occupational adjustment and other factors (e.g., 
respondent age and maturity of children), they do 
not lend themselves to unambiguous conclusions. 
Undoubtedly, the drop in farm organization mem-
Table 34. Mean number of memberships held in organizations by ex-farmers and wives, 
last year of farming, 1963 and 1969, by type of organization 
Last year farming 1963 1969 
Type of organization Mean N % Mean N % Mean N % 
a b 
0.56 22.4 0.19 9.8 0 .12 6.4 Farm 
Church a 
b' ....•........•... 
1.11 44.4 0.98 50.4 0.81 43.5 ................. 
School a 0.35 14.0 0.24 12 .4 0.18 9.6 ................... 
Lodge ..................... 0.13 5.2 0.13 6.7 0.12 6.4 
Veterans .................. 0.14 5.6 0.13 6.7 0.15 8.0 
Servic~ 0.02 0.8 0.04 2.1 0.04 2. 1 b' •.............•.• 
2.8 0.05 2.6 0.14 7.5 Social ·' '.'.'. ''A'b'''' 0.07 
Labor and Management 0.04 1. 6 0.11 5.7 0.18 9.6 
Other ..................... 0.08 3.2 0.07 3.6 0.13 6.9 
Total a .................... 2.50 100.0 1. 94 100.0 1.87 100.0 
aDifference between last year of farming and 1963 significant at the 5-percent level. 
bDifference between 1963 and 1969 significant at the 5-percent level. 
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berships and the rise in job-management organiza-
tion memberships were linked to the shift in occupa-
tion and the accompanying change in economic in-
terests. It also is likely that some of the change in 
school and social organization memberships was re-
lated to occupational adjustment. But other factors 
probably were involved too. 
Organization participation index 
As a measure of organizational participation, the 
number of organizational memberships does not 
reflect variability in organizational activity. Some 
people may be members of many organizations, but 
not active members; others may be members of 
fewer organizations, but very active in the organiza-
tions to which they belong. In an effort to improve on 
the measurement of organizational participation, a 
participation index was computed for each husband 
and wife. 
For each point in time and for each organization 
to which husbands and wives belonged, a determina-
tion was made of the proportion of meetings at-
tended. The index was constructed by assigning a 
score of 1 for each organization in which a mem-
bership was held but no meetings attended during 
the year, a score of 2 for each organization where 
meetings were attended but less than half the time, 
and a score of 3 for each organization where meet-
ings were attended more than half the time. Mean 
participation scores for husbands and wives during 
the last year of farming, 1963, and 1969 are shown 
in table 35. 
Table 35 . Organi zat ional participation scores for ex-farmers 
and wives, last year of farming , 1963 and 1969 
Mean score last 
yea r of fa rming 
1963 1969 
mean score mean score 
Ex-farmersa ... . .. 6 . 69 
Wivosa . . . . . . . . . . . 5. 81 
5 . 24 
4 .40 
aTime differences significant at the 5-percent level. 
5.02 
4.10 
Like the membership measurement, the index 
scores showed a downward trend in organizational 
participation for both husbands and wives over the 
study period. Most of the drop, however, occurred 
between the last year of farming and 1963, the 
period when the effects of occupational adjustment 
might be expected to be greatest (25). 
Variation in husbands' participation 
scores 
On the average, husbands' participation scores 
dropped from 6.69 the last year of farming to 5.02 in 
1969, a decline of about 28 percent. But there was 
much variability within the groups. Whereas 
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participation scores for 59 percent of the husbands on 
declined over the period, 28 percent had higher tio 
scores in 1969 than in the last year of farming. In 13 Qr 
percent of the cases, scores did not change ap- tio 
preciably. ~ 
To examine this variation, participation score p.1 
changes were classified by several factors, which on pi 
a priori grounds might be expected to be associated ,Ol 
with the variability. Included were age, years lived 
in the community where last farmed, still living in 
or near same town as when farming, and 1969 net 
labor income. The results are shown in table 36. 
Because older husbands might be more en-
trenched in their organizational and social patterns 1\11 
and might find it more difficult to establish new fr 
ones when disrupted by occupational adjustment, it l9 
was expected that the amount of decline in the ~1 
participation index would be related directly to age. ~o 
Whereas the data did show a direct and consistent ec 
relationship between the mean amount of decline in 'II! 
the participation score and age, the difference was ill! 
significant only between those in the 29 to 45 age rel 
group and those in the 46 to 54 age group. )ti 
For somewhat similar reasons, it might be ex- :h 
pected that the amount of decline in the participa- iJ, 
tion score would be directly related to the number of :h 
years lived in the community where last farmed. 
The evidence indicates that respondents who had 
been in the community 8 years or less had a 'eJ 
significantly smaller decline in mean participation 'el 
iai 
score than those who had been in the community 9 
to 12 years. But the difference in the decline :in 
between the latter group and those who had been in Jal 
the community 12 years or more was not significant. 
This could mean that, after 9 to 12 years in a com- ~1 
Table 36 , Change in exfarmers' o rgani zat i onal participation score between 
last year fanning (1959, 1960 or 196 1) and 1969, by se l ected 
cha rac t e ris tics 
Cha rac teri s tic 
Age in years, 1969 
Change in mean 
partic ipation score 
29 - 45 . .. .. . . . .. .. .. .. .. 49 - 1.02 
46 - 54 . . .. . . • .. . . • . • . . . . 44 - 2 . 23 
55 - 75 ... . .... .. . . ...... 50 -2 . 78 
Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . 143 -1 . 89 
Years lived in corrm.mity 
where las t farmed 
0 - 8 .. .. . . • .. . . .. . . . .. . 45 -0 . 62 
9 - 12 .. .. .. .. . . . . . . •• • . • 41 -2 . 78 
12 or roore . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 50 - 2.68 
Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 136 -1.89 
Living ln o r near same 
town as when farming 
Yes .. ... ......... . . . ..... 52 - L. 7 L 
No .. .. .. .. • • .. .. • • • • • .. . 91 -2 . 03 
Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 143 - 1. 89 
L 969 labor income 
$0 - $4 . 999 • • . . .. .. • . • • . • 52 -2 . 34 
$5 ,000 - $6 ,999 .......•.. 43 - 1. 60 
$7 ,000ormore . ........ .. 48 - 1. 40 
Total ........... . ... • ... , . , 143 
nD l ffercncc s i gnificant at the 5-percent l eve l. 
t - va lue 
2.408 
o. 84 
3 .14a 
0. 14 
0 . 58 
l.13 
0.30 
ai 
ia 
ll! 
rt< 
Ur 
ld1 
ii'< 
il 
JO 
:nunity, there is little additional impact of occupa-
Lional adjustment on organizational participation. 
On the other hand, there probably was some correla-
~ tion between age and length of time in the communi-
ty where last farmed. Thus, the finding may have 
partly reflected age-associated differences in 
participation scores. No significant differences were 
~ found for other factors considered. 
~ 
in 
et 
Changes in Leisure Time 
and Recreation 
n- Information on leisure time was obtained in both 
Ill 3urveys. The questions asked respondents were dif-
!ll ferent in one important respect, however. In the 
ii 1963 survey, the standard for comparison in de-
he termining change was the previous farming situa-
~~ tion. In the 1970 survey, the standard was the pro-
m! jected situation if still farming. The first provides a 
ID measure of the change between the previous farm-
iru ing situation and the 1963 nonfarm situation and 
ige reflects the effects of occupational adjustment and 
other factors. The second provides a measure of the 
ex· change that respondents presumably attributed to 
pa· "the shift in occupation and the accompanying 
ro! change in residence. 
~~ In the 1963 survey, 57 percent of the ex-farmers 
l a reported that they had more time for recreation and 
;ion relaxation in nonfarm employment than they had in 
;yg farming. About 24 percent indicated they had less 
line time, and 19 percent stated they had about the 
same amount of time. n in 
ant. In the 1970 survey, 46 percent reported that they 
.om· thought they had more time for recreation and re-
"" 
'" 
laxation in nonfarm employment than they would 
have had if they were still farming. But 34 percent 
indicated that they had less time, and 21 percent 
stated that they thought they had about the same 
amount of time. Evidently, occupational adjustment 
added leisure time for more people than it sub-
tracted. 
A change in the amount of leisure time available 
may affect the types of recreational activities in 
which people participate. Although nearly 80 per-
cent of the respondents in the 1970 survey reported 
a change in leisure time, only 27 percent indicated 
that they made any changes in types of recreational 
activities. Nearly 18 percent reported that they were 
participating in a recreational activity that they 
would not have been participating in if still farming. 
These activities, ordered according to relative fre-
quency, include fishing, hunting, and trapping; 
dancing, cards, and other indoor activities; and boat-
ing, swimming, and other water sports. About 9 per-
cent reported that they dropped participation in a 
recreational activity in which they would have 
participated if still farming. The main activities in-
cluded here were fishing, hunting, and trapping; 
dancing, cards, and other Indoor activities; and other 
outdoor recreation. 
Among the reasons given for adding new types of 
recreational activities, more free time was men-
~io~ed in three-fifths of the cases, and greater prox-
1q11ty to recreational facilities was mentioned in a 
fifth of the cases. Ex-farmers who gave up specific 
types of recreation indicated that the main reason 
was less free time. This made up three-fourths of the 
reasons given. In both instances, about 72 percent of 
the respondents attributed the change to the shift 
from farming to nonfarm employment only. Almost 
17 percent attributed the change to the shift in 
residence only, and 11 percent attributed it to other 
factors. 
Although it seems that occupational adjustment 
was accompanied by a change in the amount of 
leisure time available for most transferees, evident-
ly there was relatively little impact on the composi-
tion of recreational activities. Perhaps this was to be 
expected in view of the high proportion of ex-farmers 
who found jobs in Iowa's towns and smaller cities 
and the similarity between the recreational op-
portunities in these places and those available when 
farming. 
Changes in Political Participation 
and Interests 
What effects did occupational transfer have on 
ex-farmers' participation in the political process? 
One theory is that, once out of farming, the person 
no longer considers himself a member of a specific-
interest group and perceives fewer issues as directly 
affecting his welfare. As a result, interest and 
participation in the political process declines. 
Another theory suggests that, in the urban environ-
ment, interest in political issues is stimulated by 
greater personal contacts with fellow employees and 
neighbors who maintain interest in a broader range 
of problems; as a consequence, participation in 
political activities increases. 
The sample data did not provide strong support 
for either hypothesis. For most respondents, 
participation in the political process evidently was 
not appreciably influenced by the shift in occupation 
and the accompanying change in residence. 
Political participation was measured by exercise 
of the voting franchise. Each ex-farmer was asked 
the following question: "Would you say that you ex-
ercise your voting privilege in local, state, and na-
tional elections more of the time, less of the time, or 
about the same proportion of time that you would if 
you were still farming in the same community?" 
Respondents who indicated a change then were 
asked to give reasons for the change. 
Nearly 82 percent of the group reported that they 
exercised their voting privilege the same proportion 
of time as they would have if they were still farming. 
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About 11 percent stated that they voted more than 
they would have, and 7 percent said they voted less. 
Those who reported voting more of the time gave 
three main reasons: more interest in local issues, 
more free time, and more interest in labor and urban 
issues. Respondents who reported voting less of the 
time mentioned two main reasons: less interest in 
local issues because of residence change and more 
difficulty in voting because of registration require-
ments and use of voting machines. 
To examine changes in the pattern of interest in 
political issues, each respondent was asked: "Would 
you say that the political issues that interest you 
most are the same as or different from those that 
would have interested you most if you were still 
farming in the same community?" Those reporting 
interest in different issues then were asked to list 
the issues in which they were more and less in-
terested. 
Most (78 percent) of the ex-farmers indicated 
that they were interested in the same issues as those 
they would have been interested in if they were still 
farming. About 13 percent stated that they were in-
terested in some issues more, 2 percent in some is-
sues less, and 2 percent in some issues more and 
other less. About 4 percent indicated that they were 
uncertain about their interests in political issues. Is-
sues in which respondents reported more interest 
were mostly job related, whereas those involving 
less interest were mainly in the farm-policy area. 
Changes in Physical Health 
In the 1970 survey, each ex-farmer was asked: 
"Would you say that leaving farming for a nonfarm 
job has caused your physical health to improve or 
decline or has had no effect on your physical 
health?" In response to this question, 79 percent re-
ported no change in their health situations, 13 per-
cent stated that the shift in occupation caused their 
health to improve, and 8 percent said that it caused 
their health to decline. Evidently, occupational ad-
justment had relatively little overall impact on the 
health of transferees. 
RESPONDENT EVALUATION OF 
THE EFFECTS OF 
OCCUPATIONAL ADJUSTMENT 
How did ex-farmers and their wives evaluate the 
overall consequences of occupational adjustment? 
Were they more satisfied or less satisfied as a result 
of changing occupations? Which consequences added 
to their satisfaction and which ones subtracted? 
This section reports the findings generated by 
several evaluative questions. 
Respondents ' evaluations reflect both the 
particular effects experienced and the values as-
signed to these effects. Different respondents may 
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experience different sets of effects, and they may as-
sign different values to the same set of effects ,_.-
because of different value systems. Some effects may 
be assigned positive values, with the result that 1" ' 1 
respondent satisfaction (welfare) increases. Others ,..,.-
¢" jl! 
may be assigned negative values. These reduce ·"" 
respondent satisfaction (welfare). Although some "'1 ~:, 
kinds of effects (e.g., higher income) may be assigned 1 ~:: 
positive values by all or nearly all respondents, .. 1 
other kinds (e.g., reduced managerial _ 
responsibilities) may be assigned positive values by 1er 
some and negative values by others. Because of dif- *"" 
ferences in individual value systems, the same set of 
effects may be welfare increasing to one person and Hive 
welfare decreasing to a second person. Likewise, in- ~eir 
dividual evaluations may differ even though value T 
systems may be the same if there were differences 
in the effects experienced. 
Overall Satisfaction 
;igni 
Hus I 
il'lnf: 
Wive 
Ex-farmers and their wives were asked to make sati 
an overall evaluation of the changes experienced in Bre1 
leaving farming for nonfarm employment. In the ;om£ 
1963 survey, the standard for comparison in identi- terer 
fying changes was the situations when farming. ·~ith£ 
More specifically, each was asked: "All things con- Ima] 
sidered, do you believe you are more satisfied, less evid1 
satisfied, or about equally satisfied with your next 
present situation than with the situation you were 197 
in when you were farming?" In the 1970 survey, the 
standard for comparison in evaluating consequences 1 
was the projected situation if still farming. The 41 p 
specific question was: "Comparing your present wiv< 
situation with what your situation would be if you l'arrr 
were still farming, do you believe that, in general, still 
you are more satisfied, less satisfied, or about equal- pres 
ly well satisfied?" The 1963 question was asked cent 
about 2 to 4 years after transfer, whereas the ques- and 
tion in the 1970 survey was asked 9 to 11 years after with 
transfer. Because of the difference in post-transfer 1 
periods, it seemed desirable to change the standard husl 
for comparison. As a consequence, the results from tnor1 
each survey are not comparable. 'glea 
1963 results 
lam 
I 
As shown in table 37, most ex-farmers and wives 
reported that they were more satisfied with their 1," 
nonfarm situation than with their farming situa-
tion.8 Only 13 percent of the husbands and 10 per- -
cent of the wives indicated they were less satisfied 
with their nonfarm situation. Among husbands, 87 "°'u 
percent were either more satisfied or equally 
satisfied with their nonfarm situation. The com-
parable figure for wives was 90 percent. About one-
third of the husbands and nearly a fourth of the 
8 A 1965 study (2) of farm migrants to Des Moines, Iowa, also re- ::--._ 
ported that most migrants considered themselves better off as a 1," 
result of the move. 
:able 37. Overall sati sfac tion of hus bands and wi ves wi t h nonfann si t uat ion 
compared with prev ious f arming si tuat ion, 1963 survey 
Hus bands a Wives a 
~valuation N 7. N 7. 
~re utisfied with non fann 
C.: ' situation 97 53.0 107 65 .2 
£qullly well sat isfied with 
nonfarm situation 62 33. 9 40 24.4 
LUI 1atilfied wi th nonfarm 
d tuation 24 13 . l 17 10.4 
Total 183 100.0 164b 100. 0 
' oUference& be tween husbands and wives signi ficant at the 5-pe rcent l evel . 
Jif bN ineteen ex- f armers without wives . 
:ll( wives reported they were equally well satisfied with 
in their nonfarm situation. 
I~ The pattern of satisfaction change was 
cd significantly different for husbands and wives. 
Husbands reported being more satisfied with their 
nonfarm situation less frequently than wives, and 
wives reported being equally well satisfied and less 
satisfied less frequently than husbands. 
Presumably, each couple was evaluating a 
somewhat similar set of effects. The evaluative dif-
nti ferences suggest that some wives were assigning 
in either more and higher positive values or fewer and 
:o smaller negative values than were husbands. Some 
le evidence bearing on this point is presented in the 
'O · next section. 
ve 1970 results 
wiv 
In responding to the 1970 survey question, about 
41 percent of the husbands and 52 percent of the 
wives reported being more satisfied with their non-
farm situation than with the projected situation if 
still farming (table 38). Equal satisfaction was ex-
pressed by 44 percent of the husbands and 36 per-
cent of the wives. About 15 percent of the husbands 
and 12 percent of the wives reported less satisfaction 
with their nonfarm situation. 
The 1970 results also showed significant 
husband-wife differences. In general, wives seemed 
more satisfied with the nonfarm situation with 
greater frequency and less satisfied with the non-
farm situation with less frequency than husbands. 
In the 1970 survey, husbands and wives who re-
the Table 38 . Ove ra ll sa tis f ac tion o f husband s and wives wi th non f arm s ituat ion 
compared wi th projected situation if s t ill f arming, 1970 s urvey 
situ 
0 
tisfi 
ds, 
1ual 
Eva luauon 
!t.ln H t llfied with non farm 
•ltuation . . .. . ... . . . .. . . .... . . . . . . 
: CO Equally "'ell •at i sfied with 
nont"at11 tituat ion . . . .. . . . . · · ·. · · • · 
Le11 Utiafied with nonfarm 
•ltuatlon .... ... .. . . . . . . . . , . . .. . .. . 
Hus bands a 
58 40.8 
63 44 . 4 
21 
1t 0 
of t 
Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 142 
14 . 8 
100 . 0 
Wives 
a 
N 7. 
70 51. 8 
49 36 . 3 
16 11. 9 
135b 100 . 0 
alSO \lfftnnce1 b•tveen husbands and vlves slgnlflcant at the 5· percent level. 
off !' bSeven u-fanaers wi t hou t wives. 
ported being more or less satisfied with the nonfarm 
situation were asked to give specific reasons and to 
order these in terms of their importance. The fre-
quency with which a particular reason was men-
tioned was weighted by its relative importance to 
give a weighted frequency distribution. The results 
are shown in tables 39 and 40. 
Among husbands who preferred their nonfarm 
situation over the projected situation if still farm-
ing, income-related reasons were mentioned most 
frequently. Higher income, more stable income, and 
more income security were mentioned by about 43 
percent of this group. The next most frequently men-
tioned reason was related to the type of work 
performed. Nearly a fourth of the husbands men-
tioned that they liked the work they were doing bet-
ter than farming. About a tenth of the reasons re-
ported indicated a preference for nonfarm living 
conditions (table 39). 
The pattern of reasons mentioned by wives was 
quite different from that of husbands. Wives re-
ported better living conditions more frequently and 
income-related reasons less frequently than 
husbands. A reason mentioned only by wives was 
less housework and an opportunity to earn income. 
This made up about 11 percent of the weighted 
reasons listed by wives. It seems that wives general-
ly valued nonfarm living conditions more highly 
and income considerations less highly than did 
husbands. 
For the few husbands who reported being less 
satisfied with their nonfarm situation than with the 
projected situation if still farming, the most fre-
quently mentioned reason was preference for the 
type of work done in farming (table 40). Nearly 55 
percent of the reasons mentioned by this group in-
volved farm work preference. About a fifth of the 
reasons related to income considerations-lower in-
come, less stable income, or less income security. 
Nearly 13 percent involved less free time. 
Again, there were noteworthy differences 
between husbands and wives. Among those less 
satisfied with the nonfarm situation, reasons relat-
ing to living conditions were mentioned more fre-
quently, and those relating to types of work and in-
come were mentioned less frequently by wives than 
by husbands. Whereas only 7 percent of the reasons 
listed by husbands related to a preference for farm 
living conditions, 46 percent of those listed by wives 
related to this factor. About 8 percent of the reasons 
reported by wives who indicated less satisfaction 
with their nonfarm situat ion involve an absence of a 
garden and farm animals. This reason was not men-
tioned by a single husband. 
Table 41 shows the proportions of reasons men-
tioned that husbands and wives associated with the 
shift in employment, the shift in residence, or bot_h. 
As might be expected in view of the differences m 
the patterns of reasons, husbands associated more of 
their reasons with the shift in employment than 
41 
wives, and wives associated more of their reasons 
with the shift in residence or both than husbands. 
Most, however, of the reasons given by both 
husbands and wives were associated with the shift 
in employment. This was true for the groups that re-
ported being more satisfied with their nonfarm 
situations as well as for the groups that reported be-
ing less satisfied. 
The relative satisfaction of ex-farmers with their 
nonfarm situation was positively related to the ex-
cess of income earned in nonfarm employment over 
projected income if still farming. Those who 
estimated large positive differences reported being 
more satisfied with their nonfarm situation more 
frequently than those who estimated smaller 
positive or negative income differences. And ex-
farmers who estimated smaller positive or negative 
income differences reported being less satisfied with 
Table 39. Reasons given by husbands and wives for being more satisfied with nonfarm 
situation than with projected situation if still farming, 1970 survey 
Husbands 
a 
Weighted frequency 
Reason N % 
Income higher, more stable 
or more secure ..................... 105 43.4 
Like the work better ................. 59 24.4 
More free time ....................... 40 16.5 
Living conditions better ............. 23 9.5 
Health better than if 
farming ............................ 3 1.2 
Less housework and more 
opportunity to earn income ......... 0 0 
Other ................................ 12 5.0 
Total ................................ 242 100.0 
~eighted by rank importance assigned to each reason. 
Wives 
a Weighted frequency 
N % 
58 20.2 
44 15.3 
29 10.1 
113 39.5 
6 2.1 
32 11.1 
5 1. 7 
287 100.0 
lO 
~ 
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Table 40. Reasons given by husbands and wives for being less satisfied with nonfarm •j 
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situation than with projected situation if still farming, 1970 survey 
Husbands 
a Weighted frequency 
Reason N % 
Income lower, less stable 
or less secure .................... 19 20.0 
Like the work less .................. 52 54.7 
Less free time ...................... 12 12.6 
Pref er living conditions 
in farming ........................ 7 7.4 
No garden, animals, etc. ............ 0 0 
Other ............................... 5 5.3 
Total ............................... 95 100.0 
~eighted by rank importance assigned to each reason. 
Wives 
a 
Weighted f reguency 
N % 
3 4.0 
21 27.6 
8 10.5 
35 46.0 
6 7.9 
3 4.0 
76 100.0 
1l· 
I 
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Table 41. B~sis for reas~ns g~ven by husbands and wives for being more or less satisfied 
with nonfarm situation compared with projected situation if still farmin 
1970 survey g, 
More satisfied Less satisfied 
Husbands 
Basis for reason N % 
Shift from farming to 
nonfarm employment ....... 212 87.6 
Shift in residence ......... 14 5.8 
Both ....................... 16 6.6 
Total ...................... 242 100.0 
heir nonfarm situations more frequently than those 
Nho estimated larger positive income differences. 
l'his provides additional support for the belief that 
ncome differences were an important factor in-
1uencing ex-farmers' evaluations of the conse-
·1uences of occupational adjustment. 
In the 1970 survey, respondents were also asked 
:o express their preference between farming and 
:ionfarm employment under the assumption that 
their income in each would be the same. A pre-
ference for farming under conditions of equal in-
~omes would imply that the attributes of farming 
:>ther than income (e.g., type of work, working condi-
tions, living conditions, etc.) were preferred to those 
of nonfarm employment. On the other hand, a pre-
ference for nonfarm employment would imply that 
the nonincome attributes of nonfarm employment 
were preferred to those in farming. As shown in ta-
ble 42, half the respondents expressed a preference 
for farming at equal income. About 42 percent ex-
pressed a preference for nonfarm employment, and 
nearly 8 percent indicated no preference for one over 
the other. Evidently, those who preferred nonfarm 
employment could have sacrificed some income in 
transferring out of farming and still would have 
been more satisfied than in farming. Respondents 
Table 42. Occupationa l prefer ences of ex-farmers of 
equal income in farming and nonfarm 
employment, 1970 survey 
Preference N % 
Prefer nonfarm employment 60 42. 3 
Prefer farming..... . ............ 71 50.0 
No preference .. ................. 11 7.7 
Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 142 100. 0 
Wives Husbands Wives 
N 
151 
73 
63 
287 
% N % N % 
52.6 80 84.1 32 42.1 
25.4 9 9.5 16 21.1 
22.0 6 6.4 28 36.8 
100.0 95 100.0 76 100.0 
who preferred farming at equal incomes would have 
needed higher incomes in nonfarm employment to 
compensate for the loss of other values in farming. 
The evidence presented relating to overall satisfac-
tion suggests that higher income in nonfarm 
employment was sufficient to more than compensate 
for the loss of other values by some of the respon-
dents who preferred farming at equal incomes. 
Satisfaction With Nonfarm 
Community 
In both the 1963 and 1970 surveys, respondents 
who moved to a new neighborhood or community 
were asked to evaluate their new area of residence 
in relation to that in farming. Only one question was 
used in the 1963 survey. But in the 1970 survey, a 
series of questions relating to specific community at-
tributes was asked. In 1963, the standard for com-
parison with the current neighborhood was the 
neighborhood when farming, but the 1970 standard 
was changed to the community when farming as it 
existed in 1970. Since most communities were un-
dergoing rapid change during the 1960's, it was 
deemed advisable to ask respondents to compare 
specific attributes of their present community with 
the corresponding present attributes of their pre-
vious farming community. If respondents had re-
mained in farming in the same community through 
1970, they would have experienced the 1970 advan-
tages and disadvantages of that community and not 
those of the last year of farming. 
In the 1963 survey, 86 percent of the respondents 
indicated that they had changed neighborhoods 
since their last year of farming. This group was 
asked whether they liked their curre nt 
neighborhood more or less than or about the same as 
their neighborhood when farming. In response, most 
ex-farmers (61 percent) reported that they liked 
their present neighborhood equally well. About 19 
43 
percent stated that they liked their present 
neighborhood more, and nearly the same proportion 
said that they liked their present neighborhood less. 
Evidently, the change in neighborhoods reflected in 
the 1963 survey did not involve a major benefit or 
cost to transferees as a group. 
In the 1963 survey, respondents used their own 
definition of a change in neighborhoods. A uniform 
definition, however, was adopted in the 1970 survey. 
A respondent was considered to have changed his 
community only if he no longer lived in or nearest to 
the same incorporated town or city as when farming. 
Given this definition, it was determined that 64 per-
cent of the respondents in the 1970 survey had 
changed their community. Each of these respon-
dents was asked a series of factual and evaluative 
questions in which the present community was com-
pared with the former farming community as it 
presently existed. 
As noted earlier, most transferees migrated from 
farms to Iowa's smaller towns and cities. Neverthe- ltt11 
less, almost three-fourths of those changing com- ~ 
munities lived in urban places in 1970 that were 
larger than the nearest incorporated town or city 
when farming. In general, respondents considered 
wage levels and average family income to be as high 
as or higher in their present location than in their 
former one, although many thought the cost of liv-
ing was as high or higher also (table 43). 
The evaluative questions related to availability 
of various services, job opportunities, progressive-
ness, friendliness of the people, and the respondent's 
overall personal satisfaction with his present town 
in relation to the town he lived in or nearest to dur-
ing the last year of farming. As shown in table 43, 40 
to 70 percent of the group rated their present town 
better, from 30 to 60 percent rated it equal, and only 
5 to 15 percent rated it poorer than their former 
Vl 
re 
b 
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Table ~3. Comparison by exfarmers of present closest incorporated place and closest 
incorporated place last year of farming as presently situated, 1970 survey 
)l"n 
bo1 
I 
ftl 
ea 
44 
Present town 
higher 
Factual comparison N % 
Population •••.•.•.•..•... 67 
Average family income ..•• 48 
Wage levels • . • . . . • . . • . • • • 48 
Cost of living ........... 37 
Evaluative comparison N 
Job opportunities ....•.•• 61 
Primary & secondary 
schools • • . • . . • . • . . • . • . . 39 
Post high school 
educational facilities • 50 
Quality and number 
of churches •...•••..... 50 
Police protection •..•..•. 47 
Fire protection . • . . • . • . • . 47 
Public utility service ••. 42 
Streets and roads ......•• 40 
Public transportation ..•• 47 
Medical & dental 
facilities ........•...• 
Recreational facilities •. 
Shopping facilities •.•••• 
Friendliness of residents . 
Progressiveness of town .. 
Mean, all items ....•.•... 
Overall personal 
satisfaction •••.•.....• 
56 
54 
64 
12 
58 
47 . 6 
57 
73.6 
52.7 
52.7 
40.7 
% 
67.0 
42.9 
54.9 
54.9 
51.6 
51.6 
46.1 
44 .0 
51. 6 
61.5 
59.3 
70.3 
13.2 
63.7 
52.3 
62.6 
Present town 
lower No difference Raw total 
N % N % N % 
17 
4 
5 
18 
N 
13 
6 
4 
10 
9 
4 
8 
13 
6 
8 
10 
12 
21 
7 
9.4 
10 
18.7 7 
4.4 39 
5.5 38 
19.8 36 
% N 
14.3 17 
6.6 46 
4.4 37 
11.0 31 
9.9 35 
4.4 40 
8.8 41 
14.3 38 
6.6 38 
8.8 
11.0 
13.2 
23 .1 
7.7 
10.3 
11.0 
27 
27 
15 
58 
26 
34.0 
24 
7.7 91 
42 . 9 91 
41. 8 91 
39.6 91 
% N 
18. 7 91 
50.5 91 
40. 7 91 
34.1 91 
38.5 91 
45 .0 91 
45.1 91 
41. 7 91 
41. 8 91 
29 .7 
29 .7 
16.5 
63.7 
28.6 
37.4 
26.4 
91 
91 
91 
91 
91 
91 
91 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
% 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
.at 
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l'Ol town. On the average, 53 percent of the ex-farmers 
t~ rated their present town better on the 14 attributes 
xi~ evaluated. About 36 percent indicated that there 
vei was no difference, and only 11 percent rated their 
cit present town poorer. The only attribute deviating 
e~ from the general pattern was "friendliness of resi-
nig dents." Only 13 p~rcent rated. t~eir present com-
h munity better on this characteristic, whereas 23 per-
: I~ cent rated their present community poorer. Other 
advantages, however, evidently more than offset 
iilil this disadvantage for some respondents because 63 
SiV( percent of the group rated their present community 
ent as better overall, and only 11 percent rated it poorer 
t-0 overall (table 43). 
d RE-ENTRY INTO FARMING 
Between the year of transfer (1959, 1960, or 
1961) and 1963, nearly 9 percent of the initial 
statewide sample of 304 transferees had re-entered 
farming in Iowa. By 1970, the proportion stood at 
about 10 percent. Thus, only a small proportion re-
turned to farming during the study period, and most 
of those who re-entered farming did so within 2 to 4 
years after transfei;. 
Hathaway and Perkins (8), in a study based on 
national Social Security data covering 1957-60, re-
ported that "only 7 out of 10 off-farm movers re-
, mained in exclusively nonfarm jobs for at least 2 
years, and the rate of back movement into 
agriculture offset 90 percent of the mobility out of 
the industry." The data for this study included in-
formation on both farm operators and farm wage 
workers. The Iowa data point to a smaller rate of re-
entry among Iowa's farm-operator transferees. 
Hathaway and Perkins also reported that "close 
to ... half of the persons changing from farm to non-
farm employment in a given year sustained a loss in 
earnings." Again this seems at variance with the 
Iowa findings. In 1963, only 11 percent of Iowa's ex-
farmers reported lower earnings in nonfarm 
employment than in farming. 
As noted earlier, about 15 percent of the respon-
dents in the 1970 survey indicated that they were 
less satisfied with their nonfarm situation than with 
their projected situation if still farming. Nearly the 
same proportion, made up almost exclusively of 
those less satisfied, reported that they had given 
serious thought to re-entering farming. Only 14 per-
cent of those who had seriously thought about it, 
however, indicated that they had definite plans to 
re-enter. 
Respondents were questioned about the condi-
tions under which they would return to farming. 
The results are tabulated in table 44. Nearly 39 per-
cent stated that they would not return under any 
conditions. About 20 percent stated that they would 
return if they had enough land and (or) capital, and 
12 percent reported that they would return if they 
inherited a farm or could be an owner. Other condi-
tions reported included "if younger or in better 
health," "part time as a hobby, when retired," and "if 
couldn't find another job or couldn't do nonfarm 
work." 
These findings suggest that most of the 
transferees who continued to hold nonfarm jobs in 
Iowa in 1970 did not view a return to farming as an 
alternative closely competitive with their nonfarm 
situation. Evidently, a rather drastic decline in the 
relative net advantage associated with nonfarm 
employment would be needed to induce most of these 
respondents to re-enter farming. 
Table 44. Conditions under which respondents reported they would 
return to farming 
Condition 
None, would not return . ....... . ... ..... · · 
Sufficient capital and debt free ........ . 
As an owner only and if inherited 
a farm .............. .. . .... · · · · · · · · · · · · 
If younger or in better health .......... . 
Adequate land . ................... · · · . . . · · 
Part time, as a hobby, when retired ..... . 
If couldn't find other job or 
couldn't do nonfarm work ........... .. . . 
If could earn same inc ome as in 
present job ........ ...... .. . · .... · · · · · · 
Other •..... •...... •.•.•.... · · · · · · · · · · · · · • 
N 
54 
18 
17 
13 
11 
10 
4 
3 
Total ..... .. .... .. ...... • · · · · • · · · · · · · · · · · 139 
38.8 
12. 9 
12. 2 
9.4 
7.9 
7. 2 
6. 5 
2. 9 
2 . 2 
100.0 
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